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*NOTICE  OF  RESCHEDULED  MEETING  AND  AGENDA 
From  Monday,  January  12,  2009  to  Tuesday,  January  13,  2009,  5:00  P.M. 

City  Hall,  Room  421 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


*The  Monday,  January  12,  2009,  5:00  p.m.  Policy  Committee's  Regularly  Scheduled  Meeting  at  City  Hall, 
Room  421,  has  been  RESCHEDULED  to  Tuesday,  January  13,  2009  at  5:00  p.m.  and  will  be  held  at  City 
Hall,  Room  421,  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102. 

COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice  Chair),  Jane 
MarieFrancis  Martin 

ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 
Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Committee  takes  action  on  any  item. 

1 .  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  December  9,  2008  Policy  Committee  Rescheduled  Meeting. 

(Explanatory  Document:  December  9,  2008  Draft  Minutes 
http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  paqe.asp?id=95004)  (Discussion  and  Action) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

4.  Overview  on  the  Departments'  and  Commissions'  Current  and  Future  Efforts  to  Conduct  Public 
Education  and  Outreach  to  the  Community  on  Environmental  issues.  Speaker:  Mr.  Mark 
Westlund,  Department  of  the  Environment  Program  Outreach  Manager.  (Informational  Report  and 
Discussion) 

5.  Hunters  Point  Shipyard/Candlestick  Point  Integrated  Development  Project — Status  Update. 

Speaker:  Tiffany  Bohee,  Project  Manager,  Office  of  Economic  and  Workforce  Development. 
(Informational  Presentation  and  Discussion) 

6.  Hunters  Point  Shipyard/Candlestick  Point  Alternative  Visions — Arc  Ecology.  Speaker:  Mr.  Saul 
Bloom,  Executive  Director,  Arc  Ecology.  (Informational  Presentation  and  Discussion) 

7.  Announcements.  (Discussion) 

8.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion) 

9.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

10.  Adjournment. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1 )  the  Commission's  office,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between 
the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  meeting. asp?id=6 1005,  (3) 
by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item  above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355- 
3709,  or  (5)  via  e-mail  at  Monica.Fish@sfgov.org  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting.  If  any  materials  related  to  an  item  on  this 
agenda  have  been  distributed  to  the  Commission  Policy  Committee  after  distribution  of  the  agenda  packet,  those  materials  are 
available  for  public  inspection  at  the  Department  of  the  Environment,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  during  normal  office 
hours  or  will  be  made  available  at  the  meeting  website  link  Policy  Committee's  website 

http://sfgov.org/site/sfenvironment  meeting.asp?id=61 005  as  links  to  the  agenda  or  meeting  minutes  (by  item). 


Public  Comment 

At  this  time,  members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  items  of  interest  that  are  within  the  subject  matter  jurisdiction  of  the 
Committee  but  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  Public  comment  will  be  taken  following  each  agendized  item.  Each  member  of  the  public 
may  address  the  Committee  for  up  to  three  minutes,  unless  otherwise  announced  by  the  Chair.  If  it  is  demonstrated  that  the  comments 
by  the  public  will  exceed  1 5  minutes,  the  Chair  may  continue  Public  Comment  to  another  time  during  the  meeting. 

The  Brown  Act  forbids  the  Committee  from  taking  action  or  discussing  any  item  or  issue  not  appearing  on  the  posted  agenda.  This  rule 
applies  to  issues  raised  in  public  comment  as  well.  In  response  to  public  comment,  not  on  an  agendized  item,  the  Committee  is  limited 

to: 

1.  Briefly  responding  to  statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  the  public,  or 

2.  Request  staff  to  report  back  on  a  matter  at  a  subsequent  meeting,  or 

3.  Directing  staff  to  place  the  item  or  issue  on  a  future  agenda  (Government  Code  Section  54954.2(a).) 

Disability  Access 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  Meeting  will  be  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  421,  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San 
Francisco,  CA  94102,  in  the  Civic  Center  area.  The  meeting  room  is  wheelchair  accessible.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station  is  the 
Civic  Center  Station  at  United  Nations  Plaza  and  Market  Street.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location  are:  #71  Haight/Noriega  and 
the  F  Line  to  Market  and  Van  Ness  and  the  Metro  Stations  at  Van  Ness  and  Market  and  at  Civic  Center.  For  information  about  MUNI 
accessible  services  call  (415)  923-6142.  There  is  accessible  curbside  parking  adjacent  to  City  Hall  on  Grove  Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenue 
and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Veterans  Building  at  401  Van  Ness  Avenue  adjacent  to  Davies  Hall  and  the  War  Memorial  Complex. 

The  following  services  are  available  on  request  48  hours  prior  to  the  meeting;  except  for  Monday  meetings,  for  which  the  deadline  shall  be 
4:00  p.m.  of  the  last  business  day  of  the  preceding  week:  For  American  sign  language  interpreters  or  the  use  of  a  reader  during  a  meeting, 
a  sound  enhancement  system,  and/or  alternative  formats  of  the  agenda  and  minutes,  please  contact  Monica  Fish  at  (415)  355-3709  to 
make  arrangements  for  the  accommodation.  Late  requests  will  be  honored,  if  possible. 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple  chemical  sensitivity 
or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be  sensitive  to  various  chemical  based 
products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  Individuals  with  chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities  should  call 
the  Mayor's  Office  on  Disability  at  (41 5)  554-6789  or  (41 5)  554-6799  (TTY)  for  further  information. 

Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code) 

Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards,  councils,  and  other 
agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are  conducted 
before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's  review.  For  more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine 
Ordinance  or  to  report  a  violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  Frank  Darby,  Jr.,  Sunshine  Task  Force 
Administrator,  City  Hall,  Room  409,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  at  Phone  No.:  (415)  554-7724; 
Fax  No.:  (415)  554-7854;  E-mail:  sotf (5) sfqov.org.  Copies  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the  Clerk  of  the  Sunshine 
Task  Force,  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library  and  on  the  City's  website  at  www.sfqov.org. 

Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements 

Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  administrative  action  may  be  required  by  the  San 
Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF  Campaign  &  Governmental  Conduct  Code  §2.100,  et.  seq]  to  register  and  report  lobbying  activity. 
For  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact  the  Ethics  Commission  at:  25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Second  Floor,  San 
Francisco,  CA  94102;  telephone  (415)  252-3100,  fax  (415)  252-31 12;  web  site  atwww.sfgov.org/ethics. 

Important  Information 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this  meeting.  Please  be 
advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone, 
pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

NOTE:  Persons  unable  to  attend  the  meeting  may  submit  to  the  Committee,  by  the  time  the  proceedings  begin,  written  comments 
regarding  the  agenda  items  above.  These  comments  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  official  public  record  and  shall  be  brought  to  the 
attention  of  the  Committee  members.  Any  written  comments  should  be  sent  to:  Commission  Secretary  of  the  Environment,  1 1  Grove 
Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  941 02  by  5:00  p.m.  on  the  day  prior  to  the  hearing.  Comments  which  cannot  be  delivered  to  the  Commission 
Secretary  by  that  time,  may  be  taken  directly  to  the  hearing  at  the  location  above.  When  bringing  handouts  to  meetings,  please 
photocopy  on  both  sides  of  the  paper  and  try  to  use  post-consumer  recycled  or  tree-free  paper.  Also,  please  bring  sufficient  copies  of 
handouts  for  the  Committee,  the  Commission  Secretary  and  the  public. 

Posted:  January  6,  2009 
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*The  Monday,  January  12,  2009,  5:00  p.m.  Policy  Committee's  Regularly  Scheduled  Meeting  at  City 
Hall,  Room  421,  was  RESCHEDULED  to  Tuesday,  January  13,  2009  at  5:00  p.m. 

COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Jane 
MarieFrancis  Martin 


1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  Meeting 
convened  at  5:00  p.m.  Present:  Chair  Wald,  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  Commissioner  Martin. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  December  9,  2008  Policy  Committee  Rescheduled  Meeting. 

(Discussion  and  Action)  Upon  Motion  by  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  second  by  Commissioner 
Martin,  the  December  9,  2008  Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  without  objection  (AYES:  Chair 
Wald,  Vice-Chair  Gravanis,  and  Commissioner  Martin)  (Explanatory  Document:  December  9, 
2008  Approved  Minutes  http://sfgov.org/site/sfenvironment  page.asp?id=95004) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are 
within  the  Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

Mr.  Jake  Sigg  reported  that  limited  garbage  service  (e.g.,  pickups  twice  a  year),  is  not  available 
for  people  who  produce  very  little  garbage.  It  was  explained  that  in  the  past  there  had  been  a 
"lifeline  rate"  for  pickup  once  a  month,  but  it  is  no  longer  available.  Mr.  Sigg  stated  that  he 
pays  $55.20  every  three  months  for  service  he  often  times  does  not  use  and  thinks  it  is  unfair 
that  he  is  paying  the  same  rates  as  others  who  produce  much  more  garbage.  Mr.  Westlund, 
Program  Outreach  Manager,  Department  of  the  Environment,  reported  that  smaller  garbage 
cans  are  available  at  a  lower  rate.  Mr.  Sigg  reported  that  he  does  have  a  smaller  garbage  can, 
but  does  not  require  that  much  use.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  in  this  day  when  more 
people  are  composting  and  are  purchasing  only  recyclable  or  reusable  material,  there  is  no 
excuse  to  impose  the  same  charges  on  people  who  use  the  service  less.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis 
stated  that  stronger  incentives  should  be  offered  for  people  to  produce  as  little  garbage  as 
possible  and  would  like  to  pursue  this  issue  in  the  future. 

Mr.  James  Hanusa  announced  that  an  event  series  is  starting  January  28th  called  "Change  SF" 
and  its  goal  is  to  drive  civic  engagement  and  cross-sector  collaboration  around  green  projects 
in  San  Francisco.  The  first  event,  which  would  include  a  presentation  by  Mr.  Jared  Blumenfeld 
on  SF  Solar  Map  and  a  networking  event  where  people  can  suggest  and  collaborate  on 
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different  projects,  would  be  held  at  the  Temple  Nightclub,  one  of  the  top  three  sustainable 
clubs  in  the  world. 

4.  Overview  on  the  Department's  and  Commission's  Current  and  Future  Efforts  to  Conduct 
Public  Education  and  Outreach  to  the  Community  on  Environmental  Issues.  Speaker: 
Mr.  Mark  Westlund,  Department  of  the  Environment  Program  Outreach  Manager. 
(Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 

Mr.  Westlund  distributed  samples  of  Department  outreach  efforts  (flyers,  brochures,  fact 
sheets)  and  reported  on  Department  of  the  Environment  outreach  and  public  education  efforts 
that  include: 

•  Toxic  product  disposal  for  residents  "Wonder  what  to  do  with  this  stuff'  campaign,"  a  flyer 
listing  free  drop-off  and  pick-up  locations  for  household  batteries,  fluorescent  lights,  latex 
paint,  and  electronics  that  was  mailed  to  all  San  Francisco  residents  in  three  different 
languages  and  advertised  on  cable  television.  The  informational  handouts  direct  people  to 
go  to  the  Department's  EcoFinder  website  or  to  call  for  additional  information.  Cards  and 
individual  fact  sheets  were  also  produced  and  given  out  at  events. 

•  Urban  Forestry:  effort  is  in  process  to  educate  the  public  on  the  value  of  the  urban  forest. 
Calls  were  received  by  various  City  agencies  (Department  of  Public  Works,  Public  Utilities 
Commission)  requesting  guidelines  for  proper  tree  trimming,  so  the  Department  produced 
an  official  tree  pruning  standards  brochure  for  San  Francisco  that  also  describes  how  to 
recycle  green  waste. 

•  Clean  Air  program:  An  ordinance  was  recently  passed  that  will  be  in  effect  next  Monday 
that  requires  all  businesses  with  ten  or  more  employees  to  offer  commuter  benefits  to 
employees.  Fact  sheets  were  distributed,  a  series  of  workshops  were  held,  and  more  than 
200  employers  attended  a  transit  fair  at  City  Hall  to  learn  about  the  program.  Presentations 
were  given  to  BC3,  the  Chamber  of  Commerce,  Building  Owners  and  Managers 
Association  (BOMA),  and  others.  The  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  awarded 

a  grant  to  hire  staffers  to  educate  people  about  the  requirements  of  the  Ordinance  and 
when  it  would  take  effect.  Informational  flyers  were  also  produced  on  clean  air  and 
transportation  programs  that  include  emergency  ride  home  programs,  what  San 
Franciscans  can  do  to  help  clean  the  air;  etc. 

•  Energy  Watch,  a  multi-million  dollar  energy  efficiency  program:  there  was  a  door  to  door 
outreach  and  marketing  campaign  to  businesses  to  take  advantage  of  the  program.  Flyers 
were  also  distributed. 

•  Zero  Waste:  A  citywide  mailing  was  sent  on  how  to  use  the  different  carts  with  a  special 
emphasis  on  increasing  food-scrap  composting.  Volunteers  went  door  to  door  with  Norcal 
distributing  new  buckets  for  compostabies  at  people's  houses  and  a  brochure  on  how  to 
use  the  bucket  and  compostable  liners.  Businesses  were  also  targeted,  e.g.  restaurants, 
hospitality  and  office  composting.  Violation  notices  in  different  languages  are  left  on  green 
or  blue  carts  if  contamination  is  seen  as  well  as  general  education  flyers  on  how  to  properly 
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use  the  carts.  Languages  are  tailored  to  Bay  Area  demographic.  Legislation  to  ban 
Styrofoam:  Styrobusters  reached  2500  San  Francisco  restaurants  to  educate  them  on 
requirements  of  San  Francisco's  Food  Service  Ware  Ordinance-ongoing  process. 

•  Partnership  efforts:  The  Department  is  partnering  with  other  organizations  and  City 
agencies  to  leverage  outreach  efforts,  e.g.  the  Department  helped  print  and  distribute  the 
brochure  for  Build  it  Green  on  "New  Home  Construction  Green  Building  Guidelines"  and 
cooperated  with  Food  and  Water  Watch  on  a  program  to  convince  restaurants  to  stop  using 
bottled  water.  School  Education:  Food  to  Flowers  lunchroom  composting  program  that 
include  classroom  presentations,  assemblies  to  deliver  a  message  to  compost,  as  well  as  a 
broader  environmental  message  on  litter,  water  conservation,  and  pollution  prevention. 
The  Department  prepared  a  curriculum  for  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  to 
deliver  on  water  conservation  as  part  of  the  School  Education  program. 

•  Environmental  Justice:  Student  Fact  Sheet  on  "What  is  Environmental  Justice." 

•  Media  events:  Media  events  are  held  to  educate  the  public  on  legislation  that  the 
Department  sponsors.  More  than  350  stories  are  produced  a  year  across  all  media. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  inquired  about  efforts  being  made  to  label  compostable  containers.  Mr. 
Westlund  reported  that  an  effort  is  in  process  to  work  with  vendors  and  producers,  but  it  is  a 
slow  process.  It  was  explained  that  legislation  would  make  this  effort  more  effective,  in  areas 
where  San  Francisco  has  jurisdiction,  such  as  requiring  labeling  on  grocery  bags.  Vice-Chair 
Gravanis  stated  that  she  was  pleased  with  the  Farmers  Market  composting  program  at  the 
Embarcadero  but  stated  that  the  San  Francisco  Airport  has  no  recycling  available.  Mr. 
Westlund  reported  that  the  airport  separates  recyclables  behind  the  scene,  but  he  would  talk  to 
the  Recycling  team  about  Vice  Chair  Gravanis'  idea  that  the  airport  should  use  a  visible  three 
cart  system,  similar  to  the  program  used  in-city.  Chair  Wald  explained  that  different  airlines 
have  different  practices  and  some  do  have  recycling;  however,  it  is  important  that  San 
Francisco  serve  as  an  example  for  people  visiting  so  they  can  bring  back  best  practices  to  their 
communities. 

Commissioner  Martin  discussed  the  Commission  mandate  to  conduct  public  education  and 
outreach  and  asked  if  the  Department  could  offer  assistance  in  this  effort.  Mr.  Westlund  stated 
that  the  Commission  has  opportunities  to  adopt  resolutions  urging  a  particular  action  of  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  or  making  a  policy  statement  similar  to  the  plastic  bag  policy 
recommendation  that  is  an  effective  outreach  tool.  Mr.  Westlund  recommended  that  the 
Commission  find  issues  that  they  would  want  to  publicize  and  promote.  Chair  Wald  asked  Mr. 
Westlund  for  outreach  assistance  for  neighborhood  meetings  as  previous  meetings  did  not 
produce  enough  public  participation.  It  was  explained  that  it  is  the  consensus  of  the 
Committee  that  before  additional  neighborhood  meetings  are  scheduled  off-site,  that 
consideration  be  given  on  outreach  efforts  to  the  different  communities  in  San  Francisco.  Mr. 
Westlund  stated  that  it  is  important  that  the  agenda  responds  to  community  needs  and  could 
be  advertised  through  newspapers,  flyers  in  the  neighborhoods,  and  other  targeted  efforts. 
Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  discussion  on  this  issue  would  be  held  at  a  full  Commission 
meeting  in  the  future.  Mr.  Westlund  stated  that  he  would  be  happy  to  discuss  how  to  target 
outreach  in  a  particular  area  and  how  to  structure  the  agenda. 
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Commissioner  Martin  asked  whether  there  are  particular  agencies  that  the  Department 
partners  with  to  do  outreach.  Mr.  Westlund  reported  that  the  Department  frequently  works  with 
the  Department  of  Public  Works  and  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  on  a  programmatic  level 
when  there  is  common  territory. 

5.  Hunters  Point  Shipyard/Candlestick  Point  Integrated  Development  Project — Status 
Update.  Speaker:  Ms.  Tiffany  Bohee,  Project  Manager,  Office  of  Economic  and  Workforce 
Development.  (Informational  Presentation  and  Discussion) 

Ms.  Tiffany  Bohee  reported  that  the  Hunters  Point  Shipyard/Candlestick  Point  Integrated 
Development  Project  is  on  target  with  all  final  entitlements  scheduled  for  November  and 
December  of  2009.  It  was  explained  that  the  Environmental  Impact  Draft  Report  is  scheduled 
for  publication  in  late  spring,  that  there  would  be  a  45-day  public  comment  period  during  the 
summer  that  consultants  would  respond  to,  and  the  EIR  certification  scheduled  for  November. 
All  other  related  documents,  e.g.,  the  Development  Agreement  with  Lennar,  Redevelopment 
Plan,  Design  Control  Document,  etc.  are  scheduled  for  completion  in  December  2009.  Ms. 
Bohee  explained  that  the  Transportation  Plan  that  the  Policy  Committee  heard  a  presentation 
on  at  their  December  meeting  has  since  been  published.  Extensive  meetings  on  the 
Transportation  Plan  have  been  held  with  the  Bayview  Project  Area  Committee  and  their 
subcommittees,  the  Hunters  Point  Shipyard  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  and  their 
subcommittees,  and  additional  joint  meetings  are  scheduled  for  February.  A  joint  meeting  is 
also  scheduled  with  the  Project  Area  Committee  and  the  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  on 
January  1 5th  to  discuss  the  Urban  Design  Plan  that  was  released  in  September  of  2008  that 
was  a  product  of  150+  public  meetings. 

Ms.  Bohee  reported  that  the  next  stage  would  be  to  move  forward  with  the  more  detailed  plans 
and  documents,  e.g.,  planning,  design  control,  streetscape  documents,  open  space  and 
infrastructure  plans,  and  redevelopment  plan  amendments,  and  to  request  feedback  from  the 
Bayview  Community  and  the  Commission's  Policy  Committee.  It  was  explained  that  the  Draft 
EIR  would  incorporate  a  no-bridge  alternative  as  requested  by  the  Policy  Committee  and  from 
public  input. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  inquired  about  the  timeframe  for  receiving  comments  on  components  of 
the  various  plans.  Ms.  Bohee  stated  that  endorsement  of  the  Transportation  and  Urban 
Design  Plans  is  required  by  this  spring  and  by  the  Redevelopment  Commission  in  May. 
Commissioners  were  asked  to  provide  their  comments  by  the  next  Policy  Committee  meeting 
at  which  time  comments  could  be  discussed. 

Mr.  Steven  Chapman,  Sierra  Club,  encouraged  the  consideration  of  alternatives  within  the  EIR 
stating  that  construction  of  the  bridge  is  very  problematic  for  the  entire  environmental 
community  in  San  Francisco.   It  was  explained  that  the  bridge  alternative  has  previously  been 
through  an  environmental  review  process  and  was  judged  to  have  too  many  impacts  so  other 
alternatives  were  chosen.  Given  that  history,  it  is  hard  to  argue  that  construction  of  a  bridge 
that  would  probably  be  used  only  nine  times  a  year  for  traffic  should  be  approved  for  this 
sensitive  ecological  area.  Mr.  Chapman  also  requested  that  a  more  viable  non-stadium 
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alternative  be  presented  than  what  is  now  available  so  the  proposal  could  go  forward  whether 
the  49ers  choose  to  stay  in  San  Francisco  or  not. 

Mr.  Jake  Sigg,  California  Native  Plant  Society,  reported  that  he  has  been  associated  with  the 
state  parks  off  and  on  since  1978  and  involved  in  ecological  restoration  throughout  the  City. 
Mr.  Sigg  stated  that  he  feels  this  project  poses  a  potential  threat  to  the  state  park  and  to  the 
tidal  wetlands  at  Yosemite  Slough. 

Mr.  Arthur  Feinstein,  San  Francisco  Tomorrow,  stated  that  he  was  the  Executive  Director  and 
Conservation  Director  of  Golden  Gate  Audubon  when  in  2003  and  2004  a  Candlestick  State 
Park  wildlife  survey  was  produced  to  see  how  that  entire  area  could  be  improved  upon  for  the 
Bayview  environmental  justice  community.  Mr.  Feinstein  reported  that  between  the  two  years 
Golden  Gate  Audubon  spent  producing  the  survey  and  Mr.  Hopkins'  20  years  of  time 
identifying  birds  in  the  area,  180+  species  of  birds,  butterflies,  snakes,  and  lizards  were  located 
in  the  park.  The  Commissioners  were  asked  to  disapprove  the  current  proposal  to  trim  the 
state  park  to  a  narrow  pathway  along  the  shoreline  as  it  would  result  in  the  disappearance  of 
the  biodiversity  in  the  area.  It  was  explained  that  there  are  alternatives  that  Arc  Ecology  would 
be  discussing  in  their  presentation  that  would  provide  solutions  to  providing  housing  and  jobs 
and  would  preserve  and  improve  the  existing  diversity. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  explained  that  Ms.  Bohee  reported  that  there  would  be  a  non-bridge 
alternative  studied  as  part  of  the  EIR  process;  however,  it  has  been  heard  from  Mr.  Chapman 
and  others  that  it  is  too  late  in  the  process,  that  the  time  to  have  a  non-bridge  alternative  is 
right  now  so  that  there  are  transportation,  land  use,  and  infrastructure  plans  that  would 
accommodate  the  option  of  not  having  a  bridge. 

6.  Hunters  Point  Shipyard/Candlestick  Point  Alternative  Visions — Arc  Ecology.  Speaker: 
Mr.  Saul  Bloom,  Executive  Director,  Arc  Ecology  (Informational  Presentation  and  Discussion) 

Mr.  Bloom  presented  on  Arc  Ecology's  alternative  visions  to  Lennar's  development  proposal 
for  the  Hunters  Point  Shipyard/Candlestick  Point  Plan.  It  was  explained  that  Arc  Ecology's 
objective  is  to  craft  a  plan  that  reflects  the  diversity  of  the  City's  views,  culture,  and  ecology, 
and  that  a  process  is  being  sought  by  which  these  discussions  can  yield  a  plan  that  will  reflect 
all  viewpoints  in  a  reflective  responsible  fashion.  Mr.  Bloom  provided  background  on  Arc 
Ecology  stating  that  it  has  invested  25+  years  of  preparation  for  the  redevelopment  plan,  has 
been  involved  in  the  Shipyard  activities  longer  than  most  entities,  and  has  raised  $4  million  in 
city,  non-city,  state,  and  other  funds  for  research  and  studies.  Mr.  Bloom  stated  that  he  had 
been  a  member  of  the  Hunters  Point  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  (CAC)  for  the  past  fourteen 
years,  and  reported  that  Arc  Ecology  is  assisting  and  supporting  the  CAC  and  Bayview  Project 
Area  Committee  (PAC)  in  recommending  a  development  plan  to  the  City  that  has  broad 
support,  minimizes  environmental  impacts,  and  maximizes  return  to  the  community  on  public 
and  private  resources. 

Mr.  Bloom  discussed  the  current  Lennar  proposal  and  questioned  whether  it  would  meet  the 
goals  of  the  community  as  it  relates  to  new  jobs,  affordable  housing,  environmental 
sustainability,  bay  access,  recreational  opportunities,  and  preservation  of  natural  habitat.  It 
was  explained  that  comparing  Lennar's  proposal  to  other  design  alternatives  would  determine 
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whether  Lennar's  proposal  would  be  effective  in  achieving  these  goals.  The  proposal 
described  in  the  "Draft  Alternative  Support  Study"  (study  available  on  www.arcecology.org) 
bases  its  concepts  on  a  development  program  similar  to  Lennar's  while  exploring  changes  in 
land  use  arrangements,  specifying  additional  programs,  and  avoiding  environmental  impacts. 

Mr.  Bloom  reported  that  the  Lennar  proposal  has  received  some  opposition  from  the 
community  and  offered  ways  to  improve  upon  the  project  in  the  areas  of  ecological  objectives, 
economic  opportunities,  location  of  the  stadium,  land  use  on  the  shipyard,  open  space  type 
and  proportion,  health,  cultural  identity,  state  park  lands,  Yosemite  Slough  and  Creek,  and 
transportation.  Mr.  Bloom  presented  an  alternative  planning  approach  that  included  removing 
the  Parcel  E2  landfill;  expansion  of  Yosemite  Slough  open  space  and  incorporation  into  the 
urban  design  connectivity,  transportation,  programming  and  ecological  planning;  transportation 
to  utilize  streets  instead  of  building  a  bridge  over  Yosemite  Creek;  stadium  design;  water 
systems  alternatives,  and  land-use  scenarios.  A  description  was  given  of  four  possible 
stadium  location  alternatives  off  the  shipyard;  five  stadium  shipyard  scenarios;  Candlestick 
alternatives;  Alice  Griffith  housing  alternatives;  jobs  and  economic  development  scenarios;  arts 
and  culture;  sports  field  locations;  and  concepts  on  linking  the  bay  to  Third  Street. 

Mr.  Bloom  stated  that  he  hopes  to  see  an  integrative  process  that  will  review  all  opportunities 
for  developing  the  best  plan  for  the  City,  Lennar,  and  the  community.  Arc  Ecology  will  be 
holding  community  meetings  and  charettes  and  has  created  a  workbook  on  their  website  at 
www.arcecology.org  that  will  be  used  for  collecting  public  information  for  creation  of  a 
document  that  will  be  submitted  as  commentary  to  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR). 
After  community  input  into  the  EIR,  another  document  will  be  produced  on  what  the  EIR 
document  plans  and  what  still  needs  to  be  addressed  in  the  future. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  reguested  more  detail  on  the  no  stadium  alternative  at  the  Hunters  Point 
Shipyard.  Mr.  Bloom  discussed  the  idea  of  creating  an  industrial/green  tech  campus 
combining  low  and  high-tech  opportunities  so  there  would  be  diversity  of  jobs  and  discussed 
the  possibility  of  an  arena  with  a  festival  area,  an  African  marketplace,  senior  services  center 
and  housing  opportunities.  Mr.  Bloom  stated  that  the  idea  is  conceptual  in  nature  and  that  he 
would  like  to  engage  in  dialogue  with  the  City.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  inguired  whether  any  of 
the  findings  from  the  Bayview  Transportation  Improvement  Project  were  incorporated  into  the 
Alternatives  Study.  Mr.  Bloom  reported  that  the  no-bridge  alternative  was  studied,  and  the 
conclusion  was  that  the  cost  of  building  the  bridge  does  not  justify  its  intended  use. 

Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  she  is  eager  to  see  how  the  plan  will  be  received  and 
encouraged  consideration  of  the  valuable  ideas  in  the  plan.  Chair  Wald  stated  that  the  plan 
should  be  helpful  in  helping  to  identify  real  alternatives  and  commended  the  ideas  that  she 
hopes  will  be  incorporated  into  future  processes.  Mr.  Bloom  stated  that  this  plan  represents 
best  practices  that  the  environmental  community  is  bringing  into  its  planning,  and  if  done 
properly,  can  be  a  new  way  of  working  together  with  city  government.  Mr.  Bloom  stated  that 
the  Redevelopment  Commission  and  Heaith  Commission  have  the  benefit  of  looking  at  this 
information  and  judging.  It  is  hoped  that  the  two  plans  would  be  blended  together  in  order  to 
present  a  tremendous  opportunity  for  San  Francisco.  Ms.  Bohee  stated  that  the  team  takes 
the  ideas  that  were  presented  seriously  and  welcomes  opportunity  for  discussion. 
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Public  Comment 

Mr.  Alan  Hopkins,  concerned  citizen,  stated  that  he  frequented  Candlestick  Park  before  there 
was  grass  and  trees,  and  when  it  was  just  a  landfill.  It  was  stated  that  the  area  is  now  quiet 
and  is  a  fantastic  spot  that  would  change  with  the  current  plan.  Mr.  Hopkins  stated  that  he  has 
problems  with  the  bridge  because  it  will  diminish  the  use  of  the  wetlands,  and  the  proposal 
would  divide  the  community  instead  of  encouraging  people  from  going  into  the  community.  Mr. 
Hopkins  stated  that  he  was  also  not  in  support  of  the  stadium  idea  at  the  end  of  a  peninsula 
because  of  traffic  concerns  for  residents  and  businesses,  tailgate  parties,  and  the  potential  of 
trash  ending  up  in  the  bay.  It  was  recommended  that  if  there  were  to  be  a  stadium  that  it 
should  be  placed  away  from  the  bay. 

Mr.  Arthur  Feinstein  stated  that  state  parks  are  not  supposed  to  contain  roads  and  should  be 
used  for  the  preservation  of  natural  resources,  not  to  facilitate  transportation.  Mr.  Feinstein 
stated  that  he  is  supportive  of  the  project,  but  that  it  should  be  a  project  that  is  better  for  the 
community  and  for  the  city  as  a  whole,  as  well  as  Lennar,  not  for  destroying  the  state  park.  Mr. 
Feinstein  stated  that  the  state  park  could  be  used  to  make  the  community  more  valuable  by 
locating  property  next  to  natural  resources,  which  would  increase  property  value  and  could 
figure  into  the  economic  package. 

Ms.  Noreen  Weeden,  Golden  Gate  Audubon,  stated  that  the  bridge  is  a  bad  idea  that  would 
cut  through  the  habitat  and  reduce  the  opportunity  to  enhance  habitat  for  future  generations.  It 
was  stated  that  there  is  a  good  opportunity  for  the  City  to  review  Arc  Ecology's  proposal  and 
other  opportunities  at  this  time. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  discussed  the  4F  evaluation  process  requirements  and  negative  impacts 
on  the  state  park.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  she  hopes  that  money  won't  be  allocated  to 
a  bridge  that  would  save  a  minimal  amount  of  travel  time,  especially  in  light  of  the  current 
economy. 

7.  Announcements.  (Discussion)  There  were  no  announcements  made  at  this  time. 

8.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion)  Recommendations  for  future  agenda 
items  included:  February  9  meeting — (1)  Treasure  Island  topics  on  stormwater  and 
wastewater,  land  use  and  infrastructure  changes  since  December  of  2006  when  Supervisors 
endorsed  the  term  sheet.;  and  (2)  adopt  environmental  accords  to  work  on  for  2009;  March  9 
meeting:  (1 )  pros  and  cons  of  various  options  for  garbage  service  pickup  and  current 
regulations;  (2)  Environmental  Accords  website  overview;  and  (3)  community  outreach  for 
attendance  at  meetings. 

Ms.  Kass,  Department  of  the  Environment,  asked  Commissioners  to  determine  what  future 
presentations  they  would  require  on  the  Hunters  Point  Shipyard/Candlestick  Point 
development  project.  Committee  members  thanked  Ms.  Kass  for  her  involvement  in 
coordinating  the  presentations.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  indicated  that  she  would  send  in  her 
comments  on  the  Draft  Transportation  Plan  as  a  member  of  the  public  since  a  request  was 
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made  to  produce  comments  soon.  Chair  Wald  indicated  that  she  would  send  a  thank  you  note 
to  Ms.  Bohee  on  her  efforts  to  present  to  the  Committee.  Committee  members  discussed  how 
to  improve  community  participation  at  Policy  Committee  meetings  on  this  topic.  Ms.  Fish 
reported  on  current  outreach  efforts  that  include  posting  of  the  agenda  on  the  web,  Library 
posting,  and  forwarding  to  an  agenda  subscriber  list. 

9.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are 
within  the  Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public 
comment  at  this  time. 

10.  Adjournment.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  adjourned  at  7:10  p.m. 


Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission's  office,  11  Grove 
Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy 
Committee's  website  http://sfgov.org/site/sfenvironment  meetinq.asp?id=61 005,  (3)  by 
clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item  above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission 
Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  (5)  via  e-mail  at  Monica.Fish(a)sfgov.org  within 
three  business  days  of  a  meeting. 


Approved: 
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*The  Monday,  January  12,  2009,  5:00  p.m.  Policy  Committee's  Regularly  Scheduled  Meeting  at  City 
Hall,  Room  421,  was  RESCHEDULED  to  Tuesday,  January  13,  2009  at  5:00  p.m. 

COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Jane 
MarieFrancis  Martin 


1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Commission  on  the, Environment  Policy  Committee  Meeting 
convened  at  5:00  p.m.  Present:  Chair  Wald,  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  Commissioner  Martin. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  December  9,  2008  Policy  Committee  Rescheduled  Meeting. 

(Discussion  and  Action)  Upon  Motion  by  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  second  by  Commissioner 
Martin,  the  December  9,  2008  Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  without  objection  (AYES:  Chair 
Wald,  Vice-Chair  Gravanis,  and  Commissioner  Martin)  (Explanatory  Document:  December  9, 
2008  Approved  Minutes  http://sfgov.org/site/sfenvironment  page.asp?id=95004) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are 
within  the  Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

Mr.  Jake  Sigg  reported  that  limited  garbage  service  (e.g.,  pickups  twice  a  year),  is  not  available 
for  people  who  produce  very  little  garbage.  It  was  explained  that  in  the  past  there  had  been  a 
"lifeline  rate"  for  pickup  once  a  month,  but  it  is  no  longer  available.  Mr.  Sigg  stated  that  he 
pays  $55.20  every  three  months  for  service  he  often  times  does  not  use  and  thinks  it  is  unfair 
that  he  is  paying  the  same  rates  as  others  who  produce  much  more  garbage.  Mr.  Westlund, 
Program  Outreach  Manager,  Department  of  the  Environment,  reported  that  smaller  garbage 
cans  are  available  at  a  lower  rate.  Mr.  Sigg  reported  that  he  does  have  a  smaller  garbage  can, 
but  does  not  require  that  much  use.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  in  this  day  when  more 
people  are  composting  and  are  purchasing  only  recyclable  or  reusable  material,  there  is  no 
excuse  to  impose  the  same  charges  on  people  who  use  the  service  less.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis 
stated  that  stronger  incentives  should  be  offered  for  people  to  produce  as  little  garbage  as 
possible  and  would  like  to  pursue  this  issue  in  the  future. 

Mr.  James  Hanusa  announced  that  an  event  series  is  starting  January  28th  called  "Change  SF" 
and  its  goal  is  to  drive  civic  engagement  and  cross-sector  collaboration  around  green  projects 
in  San  Francisco.  The  first  event,  which  would  include  a  presentation  by  Mr.  Jared  Blumenfeld 
on  SF  Solar  Map  and  a  networking  event  where  people  can  suggest  and  collaborate  on 
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different  projects,  would  be  held  at  the  Temple  Nightclub,  one  of  the  top  three  sustainable 
clubs  in  the  world. 

4.  Overview  on  the  Department's  and  Commission's  Current  and  Future  Efforts  to  Conduct 
Public  Education  and  Outreach  to  the  Community  on  Environmental  Issues.  Speaker: 
Mr.  Mark  Westlund,  Department  of  the  Environment  Program  Outreach  Manager. 
(Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 

Mr.  Westlund  distributed  samples  of  Department  outreach  efforts  (flyers,  brochures,  fact 
sheets)  and  reported  on  Department  of  the  Environment  outreach  and  public  education  efforts 
that  include: 

•  Toxic  product  disposal  for  residents  "Wonder  what  to  do  with  this  stuff'  campaign,"  a  flyer 
listing  free  drop-off  and  pick-up  locations  for  household  batteries,  fluorescent  lights,  latex 
paint,  and  electronics  that  was  mailed  to  all  San  Francisco  residents  in  three  different 
languages  and  advertised  on  cable  television.  The  informational  handouts  direct  people  to 
go  to  the  Department's  EcoFinder  website  or  to  call  for  additional  information.  Cards  and 
individual  fact  sheets  were  also  produced  and  given  out  at  events. 

•  Urban  Forestry:  effort  is  in  process  to  educate  the  public  on  the  value  of  the  urban  forest. 
Calls  were  received  by  various  City  agencies  (Department  of  Public  Works,  Public  Utilities 
Commission)  requesting  guidelines  for  proper  tree  trimming,  so  the  Department  produced 
an  official  tree  pruning  standards  brochure  for  San  Francisco  that  also  describes  how  to 
recycle  green  waste. 

•  Clean  Air  program:  An  ordinance  was  recently  passed  that  will  be  in  effect  next  Monday 
that  requires  all  businesses  with  ten  or  more  employees  to  offer  commuter  benefits  to 
employees.  Fact  sheets  were  distributed,  a  series  of  workshops  were  held,  and  more  than 
200  employers  attended  a  transit  fair  at  City  Hall  to  learn  about  the  program.  Presentations 
were  given  to  BC3,  the  Chamber  of  Commerce,  Building  Owners  and  Managers 
Association  (BOMA),  and  others.  The  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  awarded 

a  grant  to  hire  staffers  to  educate  people  about  the  requirements  of  the  Ordinance  and 
when  it  would  take  effect.  Informational  flyers  were  also  produced  on  clean  air  and 
transportation  programs  that  include  emergency  ride  home  programs,  what  San 
Franciscans  can  do  to  help  clean  the  air;  etc. 

•  Energy  Watch,  a  multi-million  dollar  energy  efficiency  program:  there  was  a  door  to  door 
outreach  and  marketing  campaign  to  businesses  to  take  advantage  of  the  program.  Flyers 
were  also  distributed. 

•  Zero  Waste:  A  citywide  mailing  was  sent  on  how  to  use  the  different  carts  with  a  special 
emphasis  on  increasing  food-scrap  composting.  Volunteers  went  door  to  door  with  Norcal 
distributing  new  buckets  for  compostables  at  people's  houses  and  a  brochure  on  how  to 
use  the  bucket  and  compostable  liners.  Businesses  were  also  targeted,  e.g.  restaurants, 
hospitality  and  office  composting.  Violation  notices  in  different  languages  are  left  on  green 
or  blue  carts  if  contamination  is  seen  as  well  as  general  education  flyers  on  how  to  properly 
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use  the  carts.   Languages  are  tailored  to  Bay  Area  demographic.  Legislation  to  ban 
Styrofoam:  Styrobusters  reached  2500  San  Francisco  restaurants  to  educate  them  on 
requirements  of  San  Francisco's  Food  Service  Ware  Ordinance-ongoing  process. 

•  Partnership  efforts:  The  Department  is  partnering  with  other  organizations  and  City 
agencies  to  leverage  outreach  efforts,  e.g.  the  Department  helped  print  and  distribute  the 
brochure  for  Build  it  Green  on  "New  Home  Construction  Green  Building  Guidelines"  and 
cooperated  with  Food  and  Water  Watch  on  a  program  to  convince  restaurants  to  stop  using 
bottled  water.  School  Education:  Food  to  Flowers  lunchroom  composting  program  that 
include  classroom  presentations,  assemblies  to  deliver  a  message  to  compost,  as  well  as  a 
broader  environmental  message  on  litter,  water  conservation,  and  pollution  prevention. 
The  Department  prepared  a  curriculum  for  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  to 
deliver  on  water  conservation  as  part  of  the  School  Education  program. 

•  Environmental  Justice:  Student  Fact  Sheet  on  "What  is  Environmental  Justice." 

•  Media  events:  Media  events  are  held  to  educate  the  public  on  legislation  that  the 
Department  sponsors.  More  than  350  stories  are  produced  a  year  across  all  media. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  inquired  about  efforts  being  made  to  label  compostable  containers.  Mr. 
Westlund  reported  that  an  effort  is  in  process  to  work  with  vendors  and  producers,  but  it  is  a 
slow  process.  It  was  explained  that  legislation  would  make  this  effort  more  effective,  in  areas 
where  San  Francisco  has  jurisdiction,  such  as  requiring  labeling  on  grocery  bags.  Vice-Chair 
Gravanis  stated  that  she  was  pleased  with  the  Farmers  Market  composting  program  at  the 
Embarcadero  but  stated  that  the  San  Francisco  Airport  has  no  recycling  available.  Mr. 
Westlund  reported  that  the  airport  separates  recyclables  behind  the  scene,  but  he  would  talk  to 
the  Recycling  team  about  Vice  Chair  Gravanis'  idea  that  the  airport  should  use  a  visible  three 
cart  system,  similar  to  the  program  used  in-city.  Chair  Wald  explained  that  different  airlines 
have  different  practices  and  some  do  have  recycling;  however,  it  is  important  that  San 
Francisco  serve  as  an  example  for  people  visiting  so  they  can  bring  back  best  practices  to  their 
communities. 

Commissioner  Martin  discussed  the  Commission  mandate  to  conduct  public  education  and 
outreach  and  asked  if  the  Department  could  offer  assistance  in  this  effort.  Mr.  Westlund  stated 
that  the  Commission  has  opportunities  to  adopt  resolutions  urging  a  particular  action  of  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  or  making  a  policy  statement  similar  to  the  plastic  bag  policy 
recommendation  that  is  an  effective  outreach  tool.  Mr.  Westlund  recommended  that  the 
Commission  find  issues  that  they  would  want  to  publicize  and  promote.  Chair  Wald  asked  Mr. 
Westlund  for  outreach  assistance  for  neighborhood  meetings  as  previous  meetings  did  not 
produce  enough  public  participation.  It  was  explained  that  it  is  the  consensus  of  the 
Committee  that  before  additional  neighborhood  meetings  are  scheduled  off-site,  that 
consideration  be  given  on  outreach  efforts  to  the  different  communities  in  San  Francisco.  Mr. 
Westlund  stated  that  it  is  important  that  the  agenda  responds  to  community  needs  and  could 
be  advertised  through  newspapers,  flyers  in  the  neighborhoods,  and  other  targeted  efforts. 
Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  discussion  on  this  issue  would  be  held  at  a  full  Commission 
meeting  in  the  future.  Mr.  Westlund  stated  that  he  would  be  happy  to  discuss  how  to  target 
outreach  in  a  particular  area  and  how  to  structure  the  agenda. 
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Commissioner  Martin  asked  whether  there  are  particular  agencies  that  the  Department 
partners  with  to  do  outreach.  Mr.  Westlund  reported  that  the  Department  frequently  works  with 
the  Department  of  Public  Works  and  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  on  a  programmatic  level 
when  there  is  common  territory. 

5.  Hunters  Point  Shipyard/Candlestick  Point  Integrated  Development  Project — Status 
Update.  Speaker:  Ms.  Tiffany  Bohee,  Project  Manager,  Office  of  Economic  and  Workforce 
Development.  (Informational  Presentation  and  Discussion) 

Ms.  Tiffany  Bohee  reported  that  the  Hunters  Point  Shipyard/Candlestick  Point  Integrated 
Development  Project  is  on  target  with  all  final  entitlements  scheduled  for  November  and 
December  of  2009.  It  was  explained  that  the  Environmental  Impact  Draft  Report  is  scheduled 
for  publication  in  late  spring,  that  there  would  be  a  45-day  public  comment  period  during  the 
summer  that  consultants  would  respond  to,  and  the  EIR  certification  scheduled  for  November. 
All  other  related  documents,  e.g.,  the  Development  Agreement  with  Lennar,  Redevelopment 
Plan,  Design  Control  Document,  etc.  are  scheduled  for  completion  in  December  2009.  Ms. 
Bohee  explained  that  the  Transportation  Plan  that  the  Policy  Committee  heard  a  presentation 
on  at  their  December  meeting  has  since  been  published.  Extensive  meetings  on  the 
Transportation  Plan  have  been  held  with  the  Bayview  Project  Area  Committee  and  their 
subcommittees,  the  Hunters  Point  Shipyard  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  and  their 
subcommittees,  and  additional  joint  meetings  are  scheduled  for  February.  A  joint  meeting  is 
also  scheduled  with  the  Project  Area  Committee  and  the  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  on 
January  1 5th  to  discuss  the  Urban  Design  Plan  that  was  released  in  September  of  2008  that 
was  a  product  of  150+  public  meetings. 

Ms.  Bohee  reported  that  the  next  stage  would  be  to  move  forward  with  the  more  detailed  plans 
and  documents,  e.g.,  planning,  design  control,  streetscape  documents,  open  space  and 
infrastructure  plans,  and  redevelopment  plan  amendments,  and  to  request  feedback  from  the 
Bayview  Community  and  the  Commission's  Policy  Committee.  It  was  explained  that  the  Draft 
EIR  would  incorporate  a  no-bridge  alternative  as  requested  by  the  Policy  Committee  and  from 
public  input. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  inquired  about  the  timeframe  for  receiving  comments  on  components  of 
the  various  plans.  Ms.  Bohee  stated  that  endorsement  of  the  Transportation  and  Urban 
Design  Plans  is  required  by  this  spring  and  by  the  Redevelopment  Commission  in  May. 
Commissioners  were  asked  to  provide  their  comments  by  the  next  Policy  Committee  meeting 
at  which  time  comments  could  be  discussed. 

Mr.  Steven  Chapman,  Sierra  Club,  encouraged  the  consideration  of  alternatives  within  the  EIR 
stating  that  construction  of  the  bridge  is  very  problematic  for  the  entire  environmental 
community  in  San  Francisco.   It  was  explained  that  the  bridge  alternative  has  previously  been 
through  an  environmental  review  process  and  was  judged  to  have  too  many  impacts  so  other 
alternatives  were  chosen.  Given  that  history,  it  is  hard  to  argue  that  construction  of  a  bridge 
that  would  probably  be  used  only  nine  times  a  year  for  traffic  should  be  approved  for  this 
sensitive  ecological  area.  Mr.  Chapman  also  requested  that  a  more  viable  non-stadium 
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alternative  be  presented  than  what  is  now  available  so  the  proposal  could  go  forward  whether 
the  49ers  choose  to  stay  in  San  Francisco  or  not. 

Mr.  Jake  Sigg,  California  Native  Plant  Society,  reported  that  he  has  been  associated  with  the 
state  parks  off  and  on  since  1978  and  involved  in  ecological  restoration  throughout  the  City. 
Mr.  Sigg  stated  that  he  feels  this  project  poses  a  potential  threat  to  the  state  park  and  to  the 
tidal  wetlands  at  Yosemite  Slough. 

Mr.  Arthur  Feinstein,  San  Francisco  Tomorrow,  stated  that  he  was  the  Executive  Director  and 
Conservation  Director  of  Golden  Gate  Audubon  when  in  2003  and  2004  a  Candlestick  State 
Park  wildlife  survey  was  produced  to  see  how  that  entire  area  could  be  improved  upon  for  the 
Bayview  environmental  justice  community.  Mr.  Feinstein  reported  that  between  the  two  years 
Golden  Gate  Audubon  spent  producing  the  survey  and  Mr.  Hopkins'  20  years  of  time 
identifying  birds  in  the  area,  180+  species  of  birds,  butterflies,  snakes,  and  lizards  were  located 
in  the  park.  The  Commissioners  were  asked  to  disapprove  the  current  proposal  to  trim  the 
state  park  to  a  narrow  pathway  along  the  shoreline  as  it  would  result  in  the  disappearance  of 
the  biodiversity  in  the  area.  It  was  explained  that  there  are  alternatives  that  Arc  Ecology  would 
be  discussing  in  their  presentation  that  would  provide  solutions  to  providing  housing  and  jobs 
and  would  preserve  and  improve  the  existing  diversity. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  explained  that  Ms.  Bohee  reported  that  there  would  be  a  non-bridge 
alternative  studied  as  part  of  the  EIR  process;  however,  it  has  been  heard  from  Mr.  Chapman 
and  others  that  it  is  too  late  in  the  process,  that  the  time  to  have  a  non-bridge  alternative  is 
right  now  so  that  there  are  transportation,  land  use,  and  infrastructure  plans  that  would 
accommodate  the  option  of  not  having  a  bridge. 

6.  Hunters  Point  Shipyard/Candlestick  Point  Alternative  Visions — Arc  Ecology.  Speaker: 
Mr.  Saul  Bloom,  Executive  Director,  Arc  Ecology  (Informational  Presentation  and  Discussion) 

Mr.  Bloom  presented  on  Arc  Ecology's  alternative  visions  to  Lennar's  development  proposal 
for  the  Hunters  Point  Shipyard/Candlestick  Point  Plan.  It  was  explained  that  Arc  Ecology's 
objective  is  to  craft  a  plan  that  reflects  the  diversity  of  the  City's  views,  culture,  and  ecology, 
and  that  a  process  is  being  sought  by  which  these  discussions  can  yield  a  plan  that  will  reflect 
all  viewpoints  in  a  reflective  responsible  fashion.  Mr.  Bloom  provided  background  on  Arc 
Ecology  stating  that  it  has  invested  25+  years  of  preparation  for  the  redevelopment  plan,  has 
been  involved  in  the  Shipyard  activities  longer  than  most  entities,  and  has  raised  $4  million  in 
city,  non-city,  state,  and  other  funds  for  research  and  studies.  Mr.  Bloom  stated  that  he  had 
been  a  member  of  the  Hunters  Point  Citizens  Advisory  Committee  (CAC)  for  the  past  fourteen 
years,  and  reported  that  Arc  Ecology  is  assisting  and  supporting  the  CAC  and  Bayview  Project 
Area  Committee  (PAC)  in  recommending  a  development  plan  to  the  City  that  has  broad 
support,  minimizes  environmental  impacts,  and  maximizes  return  to  the  community  on  public 
and  private  resources. 

Mr.  Bloom  discussed  the  current  Lennar  proposal  and  questioned  whether  it  would  meet  the 
goals  of  the  community  as  it  relates  to  new  jobs,  affordable  housing,  environmental 
sustainability,  bay  access,  recreational  opportunities,  and  preservation  of  natural  habitat.  It 
was  explained  that  comparing  Lennar's  proposal  to  other  design  alternatives  would  determine 
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whether  Lennar's  proposal  would  be  effective  in  achieving  these  goals.  The  proposal 
described  in  the  "Draft  Alternative  Support  Study"  (study  available  on  www.arcecology.org) 
bases  its  concepts  on  a  development  program  similar  to  Lennar's  while  exploring  changes  in 
land  use  arrangements,  specifying  additional  programs,  and  avoiding  environmental  impacts. 

Mr.  Bloom  reported  that  the  Lennar  proposal  has  received  some  opposition  from  the 
community  and  offered  ways  to  improve  upon  the  project  in  the  areas  of  ecological  objectives, 
economic  opportunities,  location  of  the  stadium,  land  use  on  the  shipyard,  open  space  type 
and  proportion,  health,  cultural  identity,  state  park  lands,  Yosemite  Slough  and  Creek,  and 
transportation.  Mr.  Bloom  presented  an  alternative  planning  approach  that  included  removing 
the  Parcel  E2  landfill;  expansion  of  Yosemite  Slough  open  space  and  incorporation  into  the 
urban  design  connectivity,  transportation,  programming  and  ecological  planning;  transportation 
to  utilize  streets  instead  of  building  a  bridge  over  Yosemite  Creek;  stadium  design;  water 
systems  alternatives,  and  land-use  scenarios.  A  description  was  given  of  four  possible 
stadium  location  alternatives  off  the  shipyard;  five  stadium  shipyard  scenarios;  Candlestick 
alternatives;  Alice  Griffith  housing  alternatives;  jobs  and  economic  development  scenarios;  arts 
and  culture;  sports  field  locations;  and  concepts  on  linking  the  bay  to  Third  Street. 

Mr.  Bloom  stated  that  he  hopes  to  see  an  integrative  process  that  will  review  all  opportunities 
for  developing  the  best  plan  for  the  City,  Lennar,  and  the  community.  Arc  Ecology  will  be 
holding  community  meetings  and  charettes  and  has  created  a  workbook  on  their  website  at 
www.arcecology.org  that  will  be  used  for  collecting  public  information  for  creation  of  a 
document  that  will  be  submitted  as  commentary  to  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR). 
After  community  input  into  the  EIR,  another  document  will  be  produced  on  what  the  EIR 
document  plans  and  what  still  needs  to  be  addressed  in  the  future. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  requested  more  detail  on  the  no  stadium  alternative  at  the  Hunters  Point 
Shipyard.  Mr.  Bloom  discussed  the  idea  of  creating  an  industrial/green  tech  campus 
combining  low  and  high-tech  opportunities  so  there  would  be  diversity  of  jobs  and  discussed 
the  possibility  of  an  arena  with  a  festival  area,  an  African  marketplace,  senior  services  center 
and  housing  opportunities.  Mr.  Bloom  stated  that  the  idea  is  conceptual  in  nature  and  that  he 
would  like  to  engage  in  dialogue  with  the  City.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  inquired  whether  any  of 
the  findings  from  the  Bayview  Transportation  Improvement  Project  were  incorporated  into  the 
Alternatives  Study.  Mr.  Bloom  reported  that  the  no-bridge  alternative  was  studied,  and  the 
conclusion  was  that  the  cost  of  building  the  bridge  does  not  justify  its  intended  use. 

Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  she  is  eager  to  see  how  the  plan  will  be  received  and 
encouraged  consideration  of  the  valuable  ideas  in  the  plan.  Chair  Wald  stated  that  the  plan 
should  be  helpful  in  helping  to  identify  real  alternatives  and  commended  the  ideas  that  she 
hopes  will  be  incorporated  into  future  processes.  Mr.  Bloom  stated  that  this  plan  represents 
best  practices  that  the  environmental  community  is  bringing  into  its  planning,  and  if  done 
properly,  can  be  a  new  way  of  working  together  with  city  government.  Mr.  Bloom  stated  that 
the  Redevelopment  Commission  and  Health  Commission  have  the  benefit  of  looking  at  this 
information  and  judging.  It  is  hoped  that  the  two  plans  would  be  blended  together  in  order  to 
present  a  tremendous  opportunity  for  San  Francisco.  Ms.  Bohee  stated  that  the  team  takes 
the  ideas  that  were  presented  seriously  and  welcomes  opportunity  for  discussion. 
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Public  Comment 

Mr.  Alan  Hopkins,  concerned  citizen,  stated  that  he  frequented  Candlestick  Park  before  there 
was  grass  and  trees,  and  when  it  was  just  a  landfill.  It  was  stated  that  the  area  is  now  quiet 
and  is  a  fantastic  spot  that  would  change  with  the  current  plan.  Mr.  Hopkins  stated  that  he  has 
problems  with  the  bridge  because  it  will  diminish  the  use  of  the  wetlands,  and  the  proposal 
would  divide  the  community  instead  of  encouraging  people  from  going  into  the  community.  Mr. 
Hopkins  stated  that  he  was  also  not  in  support  of  the  stadium  idea  at  the  end  of  a  peninsula 
because  of  traffic  concerns  for  residents  and  businesses,  tailgate  parties,  and  the  potential  of 
trash  ending  up  in  the  bay.  It  was  recommended  that  if  there  were  to  be  a  stadium  that  it 
should  be  placed  away  from  the  bay. 

Mr.  Arthur  Feinstein  stated  that  state  parks  are  not  supposed  to  contain  roads  and  should  be 
used  for  the  preservation  of  natural  resources,  not  to  facilitate  transportation.  Mr.  Feinstein 
stated  that  he  is  supportive  of  the  project,  but  that  it  should  be  a  project  that  is  better  for  the 
community  and  for  the  city  as  a  whole,  as  well  as  Lennar,  not  for  destroying  the  state  park.  Mr. 
Feinstein  stated  that  the  state  park  could  be  used  to  make  the  community  more  valuable  by 
locating  property  next  to  natural  resources,  which  would  increase  property  value  and  could 
figure  into  the  economic  package. 

Ms.  Noreen  Weeden,  Golden  Gate  Audubon,  stated  that  the  bridge  is  a  bad  idea  that  would 
cut  through  the  habitat  and  reduce  the  opportunity  to  enhance  habitat  for  future  generations.  It 
was  stated  that  there  is  a  good  opportunity  for  the  City  to  review  Arc  Ecology's  proposal  and 
other  opportunities  at  this  time. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  discussed  the  4F  evaluation  process  requirements  and  negative  impacts 
on  the  state  park.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  she  hopes  that  money  won't  be  allocated  to 
a  bridge  that  would  save  a  minimal  amount  of  travel  time,  especially  in  light  of  the  current 
economy. 

7.  Announcements.  (Discussion)  There  were  no  announcements  made  at  this  time. 

8.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion)  Recommendations  for  future  agenda 
items  included:  February  9  meeting — (1)  Treasure  Island  topics  on  stormwater  and 
wastewater,  land  use  and  infrastructure  changes  since  December  of  2006  when  Supervisors 
endorsed  the  term  sheet.;  and  (2)  adopt  environmental  accords  to  work  on  for  2009;  March  9 
meeting:  (1 )  pros  and  cons  of  various  options  for  garbage  service  pickup  and  current 
regulations;  (2)  Environmental  Accords  website  overview;  and  (3)  community  outreach  for 
attendance  at  meetings. 

Ms.  Kass,  Department  of  the  Environment,  asked  Commissioners  to  determine  what  future 
presentations  they  would  require  on  the  Hunters  Point  Shipyard/Candlestick  Point 
development  project.  Committee  members  thanked  Ms.  Kass  for  her  involvement  in 
coordinating  the  presentations.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  indicated  that  she  would  send  in  her 
comments  on  the  Draft  Transportation  Plan  as  a  member  of  the  public  since  a  request  was 
made  to  produce  comments  soon.  Chair  Wald  indicated  that  she  would  send  a  thank  you  note 
to  Ms.  Bohee  on  her  efforts  to  present  to  the  Committee.  Committee  members  discussed  how 


Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee 
January  13,  2009  Rescheduled  Meeting  Approved  Minutes 
Page  8 

to  improve  community  participation  at  Policy  Committee  meetings  on  this  topic.  Ms.  Fish 
reported  on  current  outreach  efforts  that  include  posting  of  the  agenda  on  the  web,  Library 
posting,  and  forwarding  to  an  agenda  subscriber  list. 

9.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are 
within  the  Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public 
comment  at  this  time. 

10.  Adjournment.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  adjourned  at  7:10  p.m. 


Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission's  office,  11  Grove 
Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy 
Committee's  website  http://sfgov.org/site/sfenvironment  meeting.asp?id=61005,  (3)  by 
clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item  above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission 
Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  (5)  via  e-mail  at  Monica. Fish(a)sfgov.org  within 
three  business  days  of  a  meeting. 

Approved:  February  9,  2009 
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NOTICE  OF  REGULAR  MEETING  AND  AGENDA 
Monday,  February  9,  2009,  5:00  P.M. 
City  Hall,  Room  421 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


FEB  -4  2009 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice  Chair),  Jane 
MarieFrancis  Martin 

ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 
Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Committee  takes  action  on  any  item. 

1 .  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  January  13,  2009  Policy  Committee  Rescheduled  Meeting. 

(Explanatory  Document:  January  13,  2009  Draft  Minutes  http://sfgov.org/site/sfenvironment  page.asp?id=97244) 
(Discussion  and  Action) 

3.  Urban  Environmental  Accords: 

A.  Introduction  of  Website  and  Update  on  Accords  Status.  (Informational  Presentation  and 
Discussion)  Speakers:  Jennifer  Kass,  Department  of  the  Environment  and  Jared  Blumenfeld, 
Acting  General  Manager,  Recreation  and  Park  Department 

B.  Adoption  of  Urban  Environmental  Accords  for  Calendar  Year  2009  for  recommendation 
to  the  Commission  on  the  Environment.  (Explanatory  Document:  Urban  Environmental 
Accords  Status  as  of  January  2009  and  Memo  to  Policy  Committee  Commissioners  on 
Selection  of  three  Urban  Environment  Accord  actions  for  2009  )  (Discussion  and  Action) 
Speaker:  Jared  Blumenfeld 

4.  Discussion  of  Residential  Refuse  Rates  for  Low  Frequency  of  Service.  (Informational  Report  and 
Discussion)  Speaker:  Mr.  Kevin  Drew,  Residential  and  Special  Projects  Recycling  Coordinator, 
Department  of  the  Environment 

5.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

6.  Announcements.  (Discussion) 

7.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion) 

8.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

9.  Adjournment. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1 )  the  Commission's  office,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between 
the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  meeting. asp?id=61 005,  (3) 
by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item  above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355- 
3709,  or  (5)  via  e-mail  at  Monica.Fish(a)sfgov.orq  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting.  If  any  materials  related  to  an  item  on  this 
agenda  have  been  distributed  to  the  Commission  Policy  Committee  after  distribution  of  the  agenda  packet,  those  materials  are 
available  for  public  inspection  at  the  Department  of  the  Environment,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  during  normal  office 
hours  or  will  be  made  available  at  the  meeting  website  link  Policy  Committee's  website 

http://sfgov.org/site/sfenvironment  meeting. asp?id=61 005  as  links  to  the  agenda  or  meeting  minutes  (by  item). 


Public  Comment 

At  this  time,  members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  items  of  interest  that  are  within  the  subject  matter  jurisdiction  of  the 
Committee  but  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  Public  comment  will  be  taken  following  each  agendized  item.  Each  member  of  the  public 
may  address  the  Committee  for  up  to  three  minutes,  unless  otherwise  announced  by  the  Chair.  If  it  is  demonstrated  that  the  comments 
by  the  public  will  exceed  1 5  minutes,  the  Chair  may  continue  Public  Comment  to  another  time  during  the  meeting. 

The  Brown  Act  forbids  the  Committee  from  taking  action  or  discussing  any  item  or  issue  not  appearing  on  the  posted  agenda.  This  rule 
applies  to  issues  raised  in  public  comment  as  well.  In  response  to  public  comment,  not  on  an  agendized  item,  the  Committee  is  limited 

to: 

1.  Briefly  responding  to  statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  the  public,  or 

2.  Request  staff  to  report  back  on  a  matter  at  a  subsequent  meeting,  or 

3.  Directing  staff  to  place  the  item  or  issue  on  a  future  agenda  (Government  Code  Section  54954.2(a).) 

Disability  Access 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  Meeting  will  be  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  421,  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  Sa 
Francisco,  CA  94102,  in  the  Civic  Center  area.  The  meeting  room  is  wheelchair  accessible.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station  is  the 
Civic  Center  Station  at  United  Nations  Plaza  and  Market  Street.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location  are:  #71  Haight/Noriega  and 
the  F  Line  to  Market  and  Van  Ness  and  the  Metro  Stations  at  Van  Ness  and  Market  and  at  Civic  Center.  For  information  about  MUNI 
accessible  services  call  (415)  923-6142.  There  is  accessible  curbside  parking  adjacent  to  City  Hall  on  Grove  Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenue 
and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Veterans  Building  at  401  Van  Ness  Avenue  adjacent  to  Davies  Hall  and  the  War  Memorial  Complex. 

The  following  services  are  available  on  request  48  hours  prior  to  the  meeting;  except  for  Monday  meetings,  for  which  the  deadline  shall  be 
4:00  p.m.  of  the  last  business  day  of  the  preceding  week:  For  American  sign  language  interpreters  or  the  use  of  a  reader  during  a  meeting 
a  sound  enhancement  system,  and/or  alternative  formats  of  the  agenda  and  minutes,  please  contact  Monica  Fish  at  (415)  355-3709  to 
make  arrangements  for  the  accommodation.  Late  requests  will  be  honored,  if  possible. 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple  chemical  sensitivity 
or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be  sensitive  to  various  chemical  based 
products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  Individuals  with  chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities  should  call 
the  Mayor's  Office  on  Disability  at  (415)  554-6789  or  (415)  554-6799  (TTY)  for  further  information. 

Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code) 

Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards,  councils,  and  other 
agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are  conducted 
before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's  review.  For  more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine 
Ordinance  or  to  report  a  violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  Frank  Darby,  Jr.,  Sunshine  Task  Force 
Administrator,  City  Hall,  Room  409,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  at  Phone  No.:  (415)  554-7724; 
Fax  No.:  (415)  554-7854;  E-mail:  sotf(5)sfqov.orq.  Copies  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the  Clerk  of  the  Sunshine 
Task  Force,  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library  and  on  the  City's  website  at  www.sfqov.org. 

Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements 

Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  administrative  action  may  be  required  by  the  San 
Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF  Campaign  &  Governmental  Conduct  Code  §2.100,  et.  seq]  to  register  and  report  lobbying  activity. 
For  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact  the  Ethics  Commission  at:  25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Second  Floor,  San 
Francisco,  CA  94102;  telephone  (415)  252-3100,  fax  (415)  252-31 12;  web  site  atwww.sfgov.org/ethics. 

Important  Information 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this  meeting.  Please  be 
advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone, 
pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

NOTE:  Persons  unable  to  attend  the  meeting  may  submit  to  the  Committee,  by  the  time  the  proceedings  begin,  written  comments 
regarding  the  agenda  items  above.  These  comments  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  official  public  record  and  shall  be  brought  to  the 
attention  of  the  Committee  members.  Any  written  comments  should  be  sent  to:  Commission  Secretary  of  the  Environment,  1 1  Grove 
Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  by  5:00  p.m.  on  the  day  prior  to  the  hearing.  Comments  which  cannot  be  delivered  to  the  Commission 
Secretary  by  that  time,  may  be  taken  directly  to  the  hearing  at  the  location  above.  When  bringing  handouts  to  meetings,  please 
photocopy  on  both  sides  of  the  paper  and  try  to  use  post-consumer  recycled  or  tree-free  paper.  Also,  please  bring  sufficient  copies  of 
handouts  for  the  Committee,  the  Commission  Secretary  and  the  public. 

Posted:  February  3,  2009 


F  Environment 

Our  home.  Our  city.  Our  planet. 


GAVIN  NEWSOM 
Mayor 


David  Assmann 
Acting  Director 


MEMORANDUM 


TO:  San  Francisco  Environment  Commission,  Policy  and  Planning  Committee 

FROM:  Jared  Blumenfeld  and  Jennifer  Kass 

CC:  Monica  Fish 

DATE:  January  27,  2009 

RE:  Selection  of  three  Urban  Environment  Accord  actions  for  2009 


This  is  the  fourth  year  that  the  Policy  Committee  has  been  asked  to  examine  and  adopt  three  UN  Urban 
Accord  priority  actions.  We  have  made  progress  on  many  of  the  nine  Accord  actions  that  have  been  adopted 
thus  far  (5,  8,  9,  1 2,  1 5,  1 6,  1 7,  1 9  and  21 ).  However,  some  of  these  actions  remain  at  different  stages  of 
implementation  and  will  require  additional  work  if  they  are  to  be  completed.  Sixteen  additional  Accords  have 
been  completed  to  date  and  therefore  were  not  considered  for  adoption  (1,  2,  3,  4,  6,  7,  10,  11 ,  13,  14,  16,  18, 
19,  20  and  21). 

Of  the  five  Accords  that  have  not  been  completed  (8,  9,  12,  15,  17)  we  examined  which  would  be  most 
appropriate  for  selection  in  2009.  We  determined  that  9,  15  and  17  are  all  in  progress  but  could  use  some 
additional  assistance: 


Action  9:  Adopt  a  policy  or  implement  a  program  that  creates  environmentally  beneficial  jobs  in  low- 
income  neighborhoods. 

Action  15:  Implement  a  policy  to  reduce  the  percentage  of  commute  trips  by  single  occupancy 
vehicles  by  ten  percent  in  seven  years. 

Action  17:  Promote  the  public  health  and  environmental  benefits  of  supporting  locally  grown  organic 
foods.  Ensure  that  twenty  percent  of  all  city  facilities  (including  schools)  serve  locally  grown  and  organic 
food  within  seven  years. 


We  would  be  pleased  to  discuss  these  actions  with  the  Committee. 


Department  of  the  Environment,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Telephone:  (41  5)  355-3700  •  Fax:  (41  5)  554-6393 
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SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Jane 
MarieFrancis  Martin 


1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  Meeting 
convened  at  5:05  p.m.  Present:  Committee  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  Commissioner  Martin;  Excused: 
Committee  Chair  Wald. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  January  13,  2009  Policy  Committee  Rescheduled  Meeting. 

(Discussion  and  Action)  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Martin  and  second  by  Commissioner  Gravanis, 
the  January  13,  2009  Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  without  objection  (Explanatory  Document: 
January  13,  2009  Approved  Minutes  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  page.asp?id=97244) 

Item  5  was  heard  before  Item  3. 

3.  Urban  Environmental  Accords: 

A.  Introduction  of  Website  and  update  on  Accords  status.  (Informational  Presentation  and 
Discussion)  Speaker:  Jennifer  Kass  and  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Department  of  the  Environment 

Ms.  Kass  presented  an  overview  of  the  Urban  Environmental  Accords  website  located  at 
http://sanfrancisco.visiblestrateqies.com  which  is  online  as  of  today.  A  description  was  given  of  the 
following  screens  on  the  site: 

•  Welcome  to  the  interactive  website  of  Urban  Environmental  Accords  screen. 

•  Our  Vision:  Describes  the  vision  for  the  Accords  and  About  Us — History  of  the  Accords. 

•  Urban  Environmental  Accords:  Green  Cities  Declaration,  Vision  and  Implementation,  and  list  of 
Accords  and  Actions. 

•  Three  areas  on  the  website  that  include  (1 )  themes  which  are  the  schematic  Accord  areas;  (2) 
topics  under  the  theme,  and  (3)  actions  taken  to  achieve  goals  for  the  themes/topics.  As  described 
in  the  legend,  the  topic  areas  are  color  coded  so  that  if  (1)  an  accord  has  been  completed  =  green; 
(2)  in  progress  =  amber;  (3)  not  adopted  =  red. 

•  The  Action  describes  the  accord  action  taken  or  will  be  taken  to  achieve  the  goal  on  that  particular 
theme  and  topic,  the  actual  accord,  current  status,  programs,  policies  (Commission  Resolutions, 
Ordinances,  etc.),  links  to  additional  information,  background  information,  scorecard,  and  videos. 
The  action  links  describes  how  well  we  are  doing  as  far  as  actual  implementation. 

•  Information  can  be  printed  and  will  continue  to  be  perfected  as  more  detail  is  provided. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  (1 )  inquired  whether  the  website  would  be  intuitive  for  a  first  time  user  and 
suggested  a  paragraph  of  instructions  to  help  guide  people.  Mr.  Colin  Grant,  CEO  &  Founder  of  Visible 
Strategies  indicated  that  there  could  be  a  welcome  video  or  graphic  instructions,  but  that  the  site  is 
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designed  to  be  intuitive;  (2)  stated  that  the  login  screen  might  confuse  people  to  think  that  they  have  to 
login  to  the  site.  Mr.  Grant  indicated  that  the  login  screen  is  intended  for  staff  input  into  the  system  and 
described  software  that  would  capture  data  from  various  sources  that  could  be  send  directly  by  email  to 
Ms.  Kass  or  Mr.  Blumenfeld.  Mr.  Grant  stated  that  a  note  could  be  added  that  the  login  screen  is  for 
staff  use  only;  (3)  inquired  how  people  would  locate  the  website.  Mr.  Grodeska,  Department  of  the 
Environment,  reported  on  the  URL  location  http://sanfrancisco.visiblestrateqies.com  and  explained  that 
there  would  be  a  link  to  the  site  on  the  sfenvironment.org  website;  (4)  recommended  that  the  overview 
section  include  what  has  been  achieved  as  well  as  challenges  to  completing  the  goal. 

Commissioner  Martin  (1)  stated  that  the  website  appears  to  be  user-friendly  but  recommended  that  the 
see-it  Tutorial  include  basic  and  advanced  instructions  on  how  to  use  the  site;  (2)  recommended  that 
the  color  code  at  the  action  level  for  something  not  accomplished  be  an  amber  color  to  match  the 
legend  description;  (3)  inquired  who  the  commentary  is  sent  to  and  if  there  is  an  auto  reply.  Mr. 
Blumenfeld  reported  that  commentary  would  be  sent  to  Ms.  Kass  and  that  hopefully  there  would  be  an 
auto  reply;  (4)  recommended  incorporating  other  accord  cities  information  into  the  site  to  see  what 
others  have  done  and  for  interaction  between  cities  on  accord  efforts.  It  was  suggested  that  this  could 
be  done  by  selecting  a  city  on  the  globe.  Mr.  Blumenfeld  stated  that  there  would  be  a  list  of  all  cities 
that  have  signed  onto  the  Accords.  Ms.  Kass  stated  that  staff  is  working  with  Visible  Strategies  to 
create  a  hub  and  spoke  site  so  that  all  Accords  cities  could  be  represented  if  they  choose,  she  does  not 
know  at  this  time  what  type  of  capacity  this  type  of  site  would  require  and  would  have  to  explore  this 
further  how  to  represent  the  bigger  picture. 

Mr.  Grant  reported  that  this  website  would  be  set  up  with  the  ability  for  others  to  provide  collaboration 
through  blogs,  community  chat  forums,  videos,  and  with  other  tools  in  order  to  share  information  and 
create  and  share  solutions.  Ms.  Raphael,  Department  of  the  Environment,  stated  that  this  tool  would 
not  only  disseminate  outward  information,  but  would  be  a  call  for  help  in  brainstorming  ideas  to  achieve 
solutions.  Commissioner  Martin  recommended  that  (1 )  the  website  contain  information  for  other  cities 
on  how  the  accords  are  functioning  in  terms  of  the  City's  Sustainability,  Strategic  and  Master  Plans  and 
(2)  that  the  login  area  include  information  that  the  City  would  like  to  work  on  but  is  not  yet  public  or  is 
not  ready  to  commit  to  as  a  type  of  discussion  forum.  Mr.  Blumenfeld  and  Ms.  Kass  reported  that  the 
site  contains  links  to  the  Climate  Action  and  Sustainability  Plans,  to  the  Department's  website,  and 
other  associated  links  to  access  additional  context  on  the  topic.  Commissioner  Martin  also 
recommended  that  the  website  include  an  option  to  print  a  summary  sheet  of  basic 
information/overview.  Mr.  Grant  stated  that  the  program  has  a  report  writing  function  that  can  be 
customized. 

B.  Adoption  of  Urban  Environmental  Accords  for  Calendar  Year  2008-09  for 

recommendation  to  the  Commission  on  the  Environment.  (Explanatory  Document:  Urban 
Environmental  Accords  Status  as  of  January  2009  (PDF) 

http://sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2009/AccordsStatus(1).pdf  and  Memo  to  Policy 

Committee  Commissioners  on  Selection  of  three  Urban  Environment  Accord  Actions  for  2009 
(Word) 

http://sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetings/pc/supportinq/2009/AccordPriorities2009Me 

(Discussion  and  Action)  Speaker:  Jared  Blumenfeld 

Mr.  Blumenfeld  reported  that  Korea  would  be  hosting  a  convention  for  all  107  cities  that  have  signed 
onto  the  Accords.  A  report  was  presented  on  the  Environmental  Accords  status  as  of  January  2009  as 
described  in  the  Environmental  Accords  Status  as  of  January  2009  explanatory  document  above.  It  was 
explained  that  the  accords  highlighted  in  yellow  are  complete;  green  were  adopted  in  2006  and  2007 
but  not  yet  complete,  and  pink  have  been  adopted  in  the  past  but  are  still  incomplete  and  were 
therefore  recommended  for  re-adoption  in  calendar  year  2009  as  follows. 
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Action  9:  Adopt  a  policy  or  implement  a  program  that  creates  environmentally  beneficial  jobs  in  low- 
income  neighborhoods. 

Action  15:  Implement  a  policy  to  reduce  the  percentage  of  commute  trips  by  single  occupancy 
vehicles  by  ten  percent  in  seven  years. 

Action  17:  Promote  the  public  health  and  environmental  benefits  of  supporting  locally  grown  organic 
foods.  Ensure  that  twenty  percent  of  all  city  facilities  (including  schools)  serve  locally  grown  and  organic 
food  within  seven  years. 

Mr.  Blumenfeld  explained  that  Action  9  was  the  subject  of  the  Commission  retreat  and  is  a  high  priority 
to  focus  work  efforts  on.  It  was  explained  that  on  Action  15,  single  occupancy  vehicle  trips  have  gone 
up  even  though  commute  trips  by  vehicles  have  gone  down  due  to  higher  gasoline  prices.  Accord  17 
was  adopted  in  2008  but  still  outstanding  because  it  costs  more  to  secure  local  and  organic  food,  and  in 
the  two  major  City  sectors  that  could  use  these  products  (hospitals  and  jails),  there  is  either  no 
incentive  to  give  money  to  (jails)  or  there  are  large  budget  cuts  (hospitals).  It  was  explained  that  an 
effort  is  being  made  to  push  food  traceability  depending  on  the  type  of  food,  e.g.,  dairy  =  200  miles;  fruit 
and  vegetables  =  California  with  the  exception  of  foods  that  are  not  grown  in  California,  e.g.  bananas, 
wheat.  The  goal  is  to  reach  20%  of  all  City  facilities  serving  locally  grown  or  organic  food.  Mr. 
Blumenfeld  discussed  his  objective  to  create  additional  community  gardens  within  Recreation  and  Park 
Department  management. 

Commissioner  Martin  reported  that  several  of  the  Accord  Actions,  e.g.,  16,  are  not  complete  and  should 
be  listed  as  ongoing  or  in  progress.  Commissioner  Gravanis  recommended  distinguishing  between 
items  that  can  be  checked  off  as  complete  and  those  that  are  ongoing.  Mr.  Blumenfeld  suggested 
adding  information  on  items  that  have  been  achieved  to  date  but  require  ongoing  work. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  what  methodology  the  Commission  should  use  to  organize  their 
work  once  the  Accords  list  had  been  worked  through.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  the  Accords 
were  written  with  all  world  cities  in  mind  and  that  it  would  be  good  to  continue  work  on  the  Accords  and 
on  issues  that  are  particular  to  San  Francisco.  The  Accords  should  not  be  the  exclusive  work  guide  for 
the  Commission.  Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that  the  Strategic  Plan  and  other  programs  the 
Department  is  responsible  for  is  also  a  focus  of  the  Commission.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that 
the  City's  Sustainability  Plan  should  also  be  worked  on  when  the  City's  budget  improves.  It  was 
explained  that  the  Strategic  Plan  is  based  on  what  the  City  has  funding  for,  but  there  are  other  things 
that  could  be  achieved  to  meet  sustainability  goals.  Commissioner  Gravanis  recommended  identifying 
other  projects  to  work  on  that  funding  is  currently  not  available  for  and  work  on  fundraising,  grant- 
writing  and  a  contracting  program  for  programs  that  include  water,  water  supply,  water  quality,  and 
biological  biodiversity.  Mr.  Drew,  Department  of  the  Environment,  acknowledged  the  effort  of 
volunteers  working  on  sustainability  plan  efforts  as  a  way  of  accomplishing  goals. 

Commissioner  Martin  recommended  adding  a  column  of  ongoing  and  next  efforts,  to  add  a  color  block 
column  instead  of  adding  color  to  text,  and  to  work  on  strategizing  other  efforts  that  could  be 
achievable.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  Action  8  is  a  huge  category  that  should  include  projects 
such  as  Hunters  Point,  Treasure  Island,  and  other  development  projects.  It  was  recommended  that 
there  be  a  discussion  on  what  department  involvement  should  be  on  these  projects,  what  type  of 
policies  and  principles  should  be  used,  and  how  it  could  be  made  useful  for  other  cities  and 
departments.  Ms.  Kass  stated  that  her  focus  at  this  time  would  be  on  making  sure  that  the  data 
included  in  the  policies  and  programs  section  on  the  website  is  accurate  and  indicated  that  the  paper 
version  would  become  obsolete. 
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Public  Comment: 

Ms.  Calla  Ostrander,  Department  of  the  Environment  Climate  Action  Coordinator,  reported  that  she 
found  out  about  the  Urban  Environmental  Accords  when  she  was  writing  her  college  thesis.  The 
Accords  helped  inform  her  conclusion  that  U.S.  environmental  policy,  climate  change  policy  specifically, 
could  be  most  effectively  implemented  at  a  local  level.  This  conclusion  was  central  in  shaping  her 
career  choice  to  go  to  work  for  local  governments.  Ms.  Ostrander  thanked  the  Commission  for  their 
work  on  the  Accords  and  stated  that  some  of  the  results  of  the  Commission's  work,  e.g.,  influencing  the 
next  generation,  while  not  trackable,  is  real  and  important. 

Mr.  Peter  Brastow,  Nature  in  the  City,  (1)  stated  that  he  would  like  to  echo  the  Commission's 
suggestions  to  staff  on  how  to  move  forward  with  the  Accords;  (2)  Action  20:  reported  on  the  lack  of 
watershed  or  resource  management  work  at  the  Laguna  Honda  Reservoir,  and  that  there  has  been 
progress  on  the  planning  process  at  Lake  Merced;  (3)  Action  11:  stated  that  Nature  in  the  City  originally 
requested  that  Action  1 1  be  written  differently  because  they  do  not  feel  that  habitat  restoration  is  only 
about  planting  street  trees;  (4)  Action  12:  recommended  that  local  legislation  be  written  to  more  strongly 
protect  biodiversity  in  the  City;  (5)  likes  the  idea  of  translating  the  Accords  into  the  Sustainability  Plan 
so  that  it  could  be  more  meaningful  in  the  future;  and  (6)  discussed  the  concept  of  the  seven-year  cycle 
for  the  Accords. 

Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Martin  and  second  by  Commissioner  Gravanis,  Actions,  9, 15 
and  17  were  adopted  for  recommendation  to  the  Commission  as  accords  to  work  on  for 
calendar  year  2009  (Absent:  Commissioner  Wald). 

4.  Pros  and  Cons  of  Various  Options  for  Refuse  Service  Pickup,  Rate  Structure,  and  Current 
Regulations.  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion)  Speaker;  Mr.  Kevin  Drew,  Residential  and 
Special  Projects  Recycling  Coordinator,  Department  of  the  Environment 

Commissioner  Gravanis  reported  that  a  member  of  the  public  had  provided  public  comment  that  he  was 
unhappy  that  he  had  to  pay  for  weekly  recycling  and  trash  pickup  even  though  he  barely  produced 
enough  for  monthly  pickup.  Mr.  Drew  stated  that  there  is  an  effort  being  made  to  create  a  super 
conserver  rate  in  the  next  rate  process,  to  move  garbage  to  a  monthly  pickup,  and  composting  and 
recycling  to  a  weekly  service.  It  was  explained  that  the  volume  of  recycling  is  typically  the  largest 
component  of  a  resident's  waste  stream  and  state  law  requires  putrescibles  to  be  collected  once  a 
week,  so  compostable  collection  service  would  be  required  weekly.  Mr.  Drew  explained  that  there  are 
always  people  who  are  ahead  of  the  recycling  and  composting  curve,  and  it  is  difficult  to  construct  a 
residential  rate  particular  to  their  circumstance. 

Mr.  Drew  reported  that  the  next  rate  process  would  be  completed  in  2  Vi  years,  and  that  our  current 
system  needs  additional  programs  to  get  us  to  where  we  need  to  go.  The  current  stage  of  preparation 
for  the  next  rate  review  is  research  on  technologies,  equipment,  required  facilities  (additional 
composting  or  alternative  composting  systems),  and  the  associated  costs  to  get  to  zero  waste.  With 
this  information  in  hand,  proposals  for  a  super  conserver  rate  can  begin  to  be  constructed. 
Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  if  she  is  only  recycling  and  composting,  that  her  garbage  rate  would 
not  be  free  and  inquired  if  there  are  incentives  for  on-site  composting  (e.g.,  composting  in  your  own 
garden).  Mr.  Drew  reported  that  one  of  the  details  to  work  through  is  if  and  how  on-site  composting 
would  defray  the  cost  of  operating  the  system  and  understanding  that  everyone  has  to  pitch  in  to 
support  the  services.  Mr.  Assmann  explained  that  there  needs  to  be  a  base  cost  to  operate  the  system 
that  one  can't  go  below.  Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  we  would  have  to  start  paying  for  composting 
and  recycling.  Mr.  Drew  stated  that  is  correct  and  that  recycling  and  composting  costs  have  been  rolled 
into  the  rate  for  refuse  for  some  time  and  as  this  service  has  grown,  this  cost  has  gotten  larger. 
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Mr.  Drew  reported  that  during  the  last  rate  hearing,  a  discussion  was  held  on  establishing  a  base  cost 
and  then  factoring  in  service  level  costs.  This  proposal  was  discussed  but  ultimately  was  not  agreed  to 
at  the  time  by  Department  staff,  Department  of  Public  Works  or  Norcal.  As  a  part  of  the  same  rate 
process,  the  variance  rate,  a  once  monthly  service  for  refuse  only,  was  discontinued,  and  a 
commitment  was  made  to  construct  a  new  volume  and  frequency  rate  system  for  the  next  rate  cycle. 

Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  part  of  the  reason  to  require  garbage  service  is  that  people  could  be 
incentivized  to  empty  their  trash  elsewhere.  Mr.  Drew  explained  that  it  is  a  public  health  mandate  to 
maintain  cleanliness,  and  a  minimum  level  of  pickup  service  is  part  of  that  requirement.  It  was  stated 
that  the  variance  rate  was  designed  for  individuals  who  did  not  live  here  all  the  time  for  only  garbage 
service  pickup,  and  the  rate  did  not  include  recycling  or  composting.  Mr.  Assmann  reported  on  the 
possibility  of  garbage  service  collection  every  other  week  or  less  frequently  and  compostable  collection 
every  week.  Mr.  Drew  reported  that  Toronto  has  this  type  of  program.  Mr.  Assmann  reported  that  truck 
mechanics  do  not  allow  for  different  cart  sizes  because  of  weight  distribution  issues;  however,  an  insert 
is  available  for  the  32-gallon  cart  to  accommodate  less  garbage  collection.  It  was  stated  that  another 
focus  could  be  on  reducing  collection  service  to  buildings  where  they  have  multiple  pickups  in  one 
week.  A  discussion  was  held  on  problems  with  weight  distribution  on  the  trucks  that  deliver  recycling 
and  garbage  together  and  future  efforts  to  combine  trash  and  organics  into  one  truck  as  they  go  to  the 
same  location.  It  was  explained  that  there  would  be  pilot  programs  implemented  to  gather  data  on 
possible  new  collection  and  rate  mechanisms. 

5.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

6.  Announcements.  (Discussion).  Commissioner  Martin  announced  that  the  Architectural  Foundation  in 
Washington  D.C.  started  a  Sustainable  Cities  Design  Academy  and  she  was  one  of  their  guest  experts 
for  their  inaugural  academy  held  in  Boston.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  she  found  the  format  to 
be  interesting  and  wondered  if  there  might  be  a  parallel  for  this  function  in  San  Francisco.  It  was 
explained  that  four  development  projects  were  discussed,  one  from  each  eastern  city  of  Philadelphia, 
New  Bedford,  Boston,  and  Washington  D.C.  and  experts  were  asked  for  feedback.  The  projects  were 
similar  to  the  Hunters  Point  Shipyard,  but  more  hands-on  in  terms  of  design.  Commissioner  Martin 
announced  that  she  has  been  involved  in  a  project  to  replace  the  current  hanging  baskets  trucked  in 
from  Oregon  with  succulents  that  require  less  water  usage,  use  recyclable  water,  and  produce  less 
waste.  Commissioner  Gravanis  announced  (1)  that  there  would  be  a  Mount  Sutro  presentation  on  the 
restoration  project  on  Thursday,  February  19;  (2)  that  the  Main  Library  is  hosting  a  wildlife  photograph 
exhibit;  and  (3)  that  the  Port  Commission  would  be  holding  a  hearing  on  February  10  on  Seawall  Lot 
337. 

7.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion) 

March  agenda  items  discussed  included  (1)  Treasure  Island  Sustainability  Plan;  (2)  Update  on  the 
Urban  Forest  Master  Plan;  (3)  Lights  Out  San  Francisco;  (4)  LED  Streetlights  Pilot  Project;  and  (5) 
outreach  with  a  focus  on  available  tools  to  increase  attendance  at  Commission  meetings,  especially  off- 
site  meetings.  Commissioner  Martin  asked  that  a  discussion  be  held  on  outreach  goals  and  targeting 
the  environmental  community  who  are  doing  related  work  and  have  important  information  that  could  be 
shared  with  the  Commission.  It  was  stated  that  other  people  could  have  attended  the  Accords 
discussion  and  brought  meaningful  dialogue  at  today's  meeting.  Acting  Director  Assmann 
recommended  approaching  environmental  groups  in  San  Francisco  to  inquire  about  the  most  important 
goals  they  are  focusing  on  and  goals  they  want  to  achieve  on  a  local  level.  Commissioner  Martin 
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recommended  letting  them  know  what  the  Commission  is  actually  working  on  and  inviting  them  to 
participate. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  the  Commission  had  previously  held  a  discussion  on  the  Cosco 
Busan  oil  spill,  and  that  there  is  mitigation  money  available  that  no-one  in  San  Francisco  that  she  is 
aware  of  is  applying  for.  It  was  explained  that  outreach  efforts  would  help  with  identifying  what  type  of 
discussions  should  be  brought  back  at  the  appropriate  time.  Commissioner  Martin  inquired  as  to  what 
activities  or  meetings  the  Commissioners  could  attend  or  write  letters  to  in  order  to  be  most  effective. 
Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that  direct  communication  to  these  environmental  organizations  would 
initiate  feedback.  Commissioner  Gravanis  asked  if  it  would  be  appropriate  to  ask  staff  to  send  letters  to 
environmental  groups.  Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  it  would  be  appropriate. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  recommended  that  the  agenda  item  include  outreach  goals,  the  audience,  and 
how  to  identify  ahead  of  time  how  to  reach  out  to  people  for  any  given  item.  Ms.  Fish  reported  that  the 
Commission  used  to  have  an  assigned  liaison  with  Department  program  areas  where  they  would  be 
invited  to  attend  staff  meetings  to  participate  in  staff  discussion.  Commissioner  Martin  discussed  the 
Bylaws  requirement  to  work  with  other  agencies  such  as  PUC,  Recreation  and  Park,  Redevelopment 
Agency  on  planning  efforts  and  how  that  could  be  achieved.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  the 
focus  should  be  more  on  making  a  difference  than  just  receiving  updates. 

8.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

9.  Adjournment.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  adjourned  at  6:50  p.m. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission's  office,  11  Grove  Street,  San 
Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website 
http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  meeting. asp?id=61 005,  (3)  by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda 
item  above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  (5) 
via  e-mail  at  Monica. Fish(5)sfqov.orq  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting. 


Approved: 
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1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  Meeting 
convened  at  5:05  p.m.  Present:  Committee  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  Commissioner  Martin;  Excused: 
Committee  Chair  Wald. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  January  13,  2009  Policy  Committee  Rescheduled  Meeting. 

(Discussion  and  Action)  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Martin  and  second  by  Commissioner  Gravanis, 
the  January  13,  2009  Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  without  objection  (Explanatory  Document: 
January  13,  2009  Approved  Minutes  http://sfgov.org/site/sfenvironment  page.asp?id=97244) 

Item  5  was  heard  before  Item  3. 

3.  Urban  Environmental  Accords: 

A.  Introduction  of  Website  and  update  on  Accords  status.  (Informational  Presentation  and 
Discussion)  Speaker:  Jennifer  Kass  and  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Department  of  the  Environment 

Ms.  Kass  presented  an  overview  of  the  Urban  Environmental  Accords  website  located  at 
http://sanfrancisco.visiblestrategies.com  which  is  online  as  of  today.  A  description  was  given  of  the 
following  screens  on  the  site: 

•  Welcome  to  the  interactive  website  of  Urban  Environmental  Accords  screen. 

•  Our  Vision:  Describes  the  vision  for  the  Accords  and  About  Us — History  of  the  Accords. 

•  Urban  Environmental  Accords:  Green  Cities  Declaration,  Vision  and  Implementation,  and  list  of 
Accords  and  Actions. 

•  Three  areas  on  the  website  that  include  (1 )  themes  which  are  the  schematic  Accord  areas;  (2) 
topics  under  the  theme,  and  (3)  actions  taken  to  achieve  goals  for  the  themes/topics.  As  described 
in  the  legend,  the  topic  areas  are  color  coded  so  that  if  (1)  an  accord  has  been  completed  =  green; 
(2)  in  progress  =  amber;  (3)  not  adopted  =  red. 

•  The  Action  describes  the  accord  action  taken  or  will  be  taken  to  achieve  the  goal  on  that  particular 
theme  and  topic,  the  actual  accord,  current  status,  programs,  policies  (Commission  Resolutions, 
Ordinances,  etc.),  links  to  additional  information,  background  information,  scorecard,  and  videos. 
The  action  links  describes  how  well  we  are  doing  as  far  as  actual  implementation. 

•  Information  can  be  printed  and  will  continue  to  be  perfected  as  more  detail  is  provided. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  (1)  inquired  whether  the  website  would  be  intuitive  for  a  first  time  user  and 
suggested  a  paragraph  of  instructions  to  help  guide  people.  Mr.  Colin  Grant,  CEO  &  Founder  of  Visible 
Strategies  indicated  that  there  could  be  a  welcome  video  or  graphic  instructions,  but  that  the  site  is 
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designed  to  be  intuitive;  (2)  stated  that  the  login  screen  might  confuse  people  to  think  that  they  have  to 
login  to  the  site.  Mr.  Grant  indicated  that  the  login  screen  is  intended  for  staff  input  into  the  system  and 
described  software  that  would  capture  data  from  various  sources  that  could  be  send  directly  by  email  to 
Ms.  Kass  or  Mr.  Blumenfeld.  Mr.  Grant  stated  that  a  note  could  be  added  that  the  login  screen  is  for 
staff  use  only;  (3)  inquired  how  people  would  locate  the  website.  Mr.  Grodeska,  Department  of  the 
Environment,  reported  on  the  URL  location  http://sanfrancisco.visiblestrateqies.com  and  explained  that 
there  would  be  a  link  to  the  site  on  the  sfenvironment.org  website;  (4)  recommended  that  the  overview 
section  include  what  has  been  achieved  as  well  as  challenges  to  completing  the  goal. 

Commissioner  Martin  (1)  stated  that  the  website  appears  to  be  user-friendly  but  recommended  that  the 
see-it  Tutorial  include  basic  and  advanced  instructions  on  how  to  use  the  site;  (2)  recommended  that 
the  color  code  at  the  action  level  for  something  not  accomplished  be  an  amber  color  to  match  the 
legend  description;  (3)  inquired  who  the  commentary  is  sent  to  and  if  there  is  an  auto  reply.  Mr. 
Blumenfeld  reported  that  commentary  would  be  sent  to  Ms.  Kass  and  that  hopefully  there  would  be  an 
auto  reply;  (4)  recommended  incorporating  other  accord  cities  information  into  the  site  to  see  what 
others  have  done  and  for  interaction  between  cities  on  accord  efforts.  It  was  suggested  that  this  could 
be  done  by  selecting  a  city  on  the  globe.  Mr.  Blumenfeld  stated  that  there  would  be  a  list  of  all  cities 
that  have  signed  onto  the  Accords.  Ms.  Kass  stated  that  staff  is  working  with  Visible  Strategies  to 
create  a  hub  and  spoke  site  so  that  all  Accords  cities  could  be  represented  if  they  choose,  she  does  not 
know  at  this  time  what  type  of  capacity  this  type  of  site  would  require  and  would  have  to  explore  this 
further  how  to  represent  the  bigger  picture. 

Mr.  Grant  reported  that  this  website  would  be  set  up  with  the  ability  for  others  to  provide  collaboration 
through  blogs,  community  chat  forums,  videos,  and  with  other  tools  in  order  to  share  information  and 
create  and  share  solutions.  Ms.  Raphael,  Department  of  the  Environment,  stated  that  this  tool  would 
not  only  disseminate  outward  information,  but  would  be  a  call  for  help  in  brainstorming  ideas  to  achieve 
solutions.  Commissioner  Martin  recommended  that  (1 )  the  website  contain  information  for  other  cities 
on  how  the  accords  are  functioning  in  terms  of  the  City's  Sustainability,  Strategic  and  Master  Plans  and 
(2)  that  the  login  area  include  information  that  the  City  would  like  to  work  on  but  is  not  yet  public  or  is 
not  ready  to  commit  to  as  a  type  of  discussion  forum.  Mr.  Blumenfeld  and  Ms.  Kass  reported  that  the 
site  contains  links  to  the  Climate  Action  and  Sustainability  Plans,  to  the  Department's  website,  and 
other  associated  links  to  access  additional  context  on  the  topic.  Commissioner  Martin  also 
recommended  that  the  website  include  an  option  to  print  a  summary  sheet  of  basic 
information/overview.  Mr.  Grant  stated  that  the  program  has  a  report  writing  function  that  can  be 
customized. 

B.  Adoption  of  Urban  Environmental  Accords  for  Calendar  Year  2008-09  for 

recommendation  to  the  Commission  on  the  Environment.  (Explanatory  Document:  Urban 
Environmental  Accords  Status  as  of  January  2009  (PDF) 

http://sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/rneetinqs/pc/supportinq/2009/AccordsStatus(1).pdf  and  Memo  to  Policy 

Committee  Commissioners  on  Selection  of  three  Urban  Environment  Accord  Actions  for  2009 
(Word) 

http://sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironmentymeetinqs/pc/supportinq/2009/AccordPriorities2009Mem 

(Discussion  and  Action)  Speaker:  Jared  Blumenfeld 

Mr.  Blumenfeld  reported  that  Korea  would  be  hosting  a  convention  for  all  107  cities  that  have  signed 
onto  the  Accords.  A  report  was  presented  on  the  Environmental  Accords  status  as  of  January  2009  as 
described  in  the  Environmental  Accords  Status  as  of  January  2009  explanatory  document  above.  It  was 
explained  that  the  accords  highlighted  in  yellow  are  complete;  green  were  adopted  in  2006  and  2007 
but  not  yet  complete,  and  pink  have  been  adopted  in  the  past  but  are  still  incomplete  and  were 
therefore  recommended  for  re-adoption  in  calendar  year  2009  as  follows. 
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Action  9:  Adopt  a  policy  or  implement  a  program  that  creates  environmentally  beneficial  jobs  in  low- 
income  neighborhoods. 

Action  15:  Implement  a  policy  to  reduce  the  percentage  of  commute  trips  by  single  occupancy 
vehicles  by  ten  percent  in  seven  years. 

Action  17:  Promote  the  public  health  and  environmental  benefits  of  supporting  locally  grown  organic 
foods.  Ensure  that  twenty  percent  of  all  city  facilities  (including  schools)  serve  locally  grown  and  organic 
food  within  seven  years. 

Mr.  Blumenfeld  explained  that  Action  9  was  the  subject  of  the  Commission  retreat  and  is  a  high  priority 
to  focus  work  efforts  on.  It  was  explained  that  on  Action  15,  single  occupancy  vehicle  trips  have  gone 
up  even  though  commute  trips  by  vehicles  have  gone  down  due  to  higher  gasoline  prices.  Accord  17 
was  adopted  in  2008  but  still  outstanding  because  it  costs  more  to  secure  local  and  organic  food,  and  in 
the  two  major  City  sectors  that  could  use  these  products  (hospitals  and  jails),  there  is  either  no 
incentive  to  give  money  to  (jails)  or  there  are  large  budget  cuts  (hospitals).  It  was  explained  that  an 
effort  is  being  made  to  push  food  traceability  depending  on  the  type  of  food,  e.g.,  dairy  =  200  miles;  fruit 
and  vegetables  =  California  with  the  exception  of  foods  that  are  not  grown  in  California,  e.g.  bananas, 
wheat.  The  goal  is  to  reach  20%  of  all  City  facilities  serving  locally  grown  or  organic  food.  Mr. 
Blumenfeld  discussed  his  objective  to  create  additional  community  gardens  within  Recreation  and  Park 
Department  management. 

Commissioner  Martin  reported  that  several  of  the  Accord  Actions,  e.g.,  16,  are  not  complete  and  should 
be  listed  as  ongoing  or  in  progress.  Commissioner  Gravanis  recommended  distinguishing  between 
items  that  can  be  checked  off  as  complete  and  those  that  are  ongoing.  Mr.  Blumenfeld  suggested 
adding  information  on  items  that  have  been  achieved  to  date  but  require  ongoing  work. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  what  methodology  the  Commission  should  use  to  organize  their 
work  once  the  Accords  list  had  been  worked  through.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  the  Accords 
were  written  with  all  world  cities  in  mind  and  that  it  would  be  good  to  continue  work  on  the  Accords  and 
on  issues  that  are  particular  to  San  Francisco.  The  Accords  should  not  be  the  exclusive  work  guide  for 
the  Commission.  Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that  the  Strategic  Plan  and  other  programs  the 
Department  is  responsible  for  is  also  a  focus  of  the  Commission.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that 
the  City's  Sustainability  Plan  should  also  be  worked  on  when  the  City's  budget  improves.  It  was 
explained  that  the  Strategic  Plan  is  based  on  what  the  City  has  funding  for,  but  there  are  other  things 
that  could  be  achieved  to  meet  sustainability  goals.  Commissioner  Gravanis  recommended  identifying 
other  projects  to  work  on  that  funding  is  currently  not  available  for  and  work  on  fundraising,  grant- 
writing  and  a  contracting  program  for  programs  that  include  water,  water  supply,  water  quality,  and 
biological  biodiversity.  Mr.  Drew,  Department  of  the  Environment,  acknowledged  the  effort  of 
volunteers  working  on  sustainability  plan  efforts  as  a  way  of  accomplishing  goals. 

Commissioner  Martin  recommended  adding  a  column  of  ongoing  and  next  efforts,  to  add  a  color  block 
column  instead  of  adding  color  to  text,  and  to  work  on  strategizing  other  efforts  that  could  be 
achievable.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  Action  8  is  a  huge  category  that  should  include  projects 
such  as  Hunters  Point,  Treasure  Island,  and  other  development  projects.  It  was  recommended  that 
there  be  a  discussion  on  what  department  involvement  should  be  on  these  projects,  what  type  of 
policies  and  principles  should  be  used,  and  how  it  could  be  made  useful  for  other  cities  and 
departments.  Ms.  Kass  stated  that  her  focus  at  this  time  would  be  on  making  sure  that  the  data 
included  in  the  policies  and  programs  section  on  the  website  is  accurate  and  indicated  that  the  paper 
version  would  become  obsolete. 
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Public  Comment: 

Ms.  Calla  Ostrander,  Department  of  the  Environment  Climate  Action  Coordinator,  reported  that  she 
found  out  about  the  Urban  Environmental  Accords  when  she  was  writing  her  college  thesis.  The 
Accords  helped  inform  her  conclusion  that  U.S.  environmental  policy,  climate  change  policy  specifically, 
could  be  most  effectively  implemented  at  a  local  level.  This  conclusion  was  central  in  shaping  her 
career  choice  to  go  to  work  for  local  governments.  Ms.  Ostrander  thanked  the  Commission  for  their 
work  on  the  Accords  and  stated  that  some  of  the  results  of  the  Commission's  work,  e.g.,  influencing  the 
next  generation,  while  not  trackable,  is  real  and  important. 

Mr.  Peter  Brastow,  Nature  in  the  City,  (1)  stated  that  he  would  like  to  echo  the  Commission's 
suggestions  to  staff  on  how  to  move  forward  with  the  Accords;  (2)  Action  20:  reported  on  the  lack  of 
watershed  or  resource  management  work  at  the  Laguna  Honda  Reservoir,  and  that  there  has  been 
progress  on  the  planning  process  at  Lake  Merced;  (3)  Action  1 1 :  stated  that  Nature  in  the  City  originally 
requested  that  Action  1 1  be  written  differently  because  they  do  not  feel  that  habitat  restoration  is  only 
about  planting  street  trees;  (4)  Action  12:  recommended  that  local  legislation  be  written  to  more  strongly 
protect  biodiversity  in  the  City;  (5)  likes  the  idea  of  translating  the  Accords  into  the  Sustainability  Plan 
so  that  it  could  be  more  meaningful  in  the  future;  and  (6)  discussed  the  concept  of  the  seven-year  cycle 
for  the  Accords. 

Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Martin  and  second  by  Commissioner  Gravanis,  Actions,  9,  15 
and  17  were  adopted  for  recommendation  to  the  Commission  as  accords  to  work  on  for 
calendar  year  2009  (Absent:  Commissioner  Wald). 

4.  Pros  and  Cons  of  Various  Options  for  Refuse  Service  Pickup,  Rate  Structure,  and  Current 
Regulations.  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion)  Speaker;  Mr.  Kevin  Drew,  Residential  and 
Special  Projects  Recycling  Coordinator,  Department  of  the  Environment 

Commissioner  Gravanis  reported  that  a  member  of  the  public  had  provided  public  comment  that  he  was 
unhappy  that  he  had  to  pay  for  weekly  recycling  and  trash  pickup  even  though  he  barely  produced 
enough  for  monthly  pickup.  Mr.  Drew  stated  that  there  is  an  effort  being  made  to  create  a  super 
conserver  rate  in  the  next  rate  process,  to  move  garbage  to  a  monthly  pickup,  and  composting  and 
recycling  to  a  weekly  service.  It  was  explained  that  the  volume  of  recycling  is  typically  the  largest 
component  of  a  resident's  waste  stream  and  state  law  requires  putrescibles  to  be  collected  once  a 
week,  so  compostable  collection  service  would  be  required  weekly.  Mr.  Drew  explained  that  there  are 
always  people  who  are  ahead  of  the  recycling  and  composting  curve,  and  it  is  difficult  to  construct  a 
residential  rate  particular  to  their  circumstance. 

Mr.  Drew  reported  that  the  next  rate  process  would  be  completed  in  2  Vi  years,  and  that  our  current 
system  needs  additional  programs  to  get  us  to  where  we  need  to  go.  The  current  stage  of  preparation 
for  the  next  rate  review  is  research  on  technologies,  equipment,  required  facilities  (additional 
composting  or  alternative  composting  systems),  and  the  associated  costs  to  get  to  zero  waste.  With 
this  information  in  hand,  proposals  for  a  super  conserver  rate  can  begin  to  be  constructed. 
Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  if  she  is  only  recycling  and  composting,  that  her  garbage  rate  would 
not  be  free  and  inquired  if  there  are  incentives  for  on-site  composting  (e.g.,  composting  in  your  own 
garden).  Mr.  Drew  reported  that  one  of  the  details  to  work  through  is  if  and  how  on-site  composting 
would  defray  the  cost  of  operating  the  system  and  understanding  that  everyone  has  to  pitch  in  to 
support  the  services.  Mr.  Assmann  explained  that  there  needs  to  be  a  base  cost  to  operate  the  system 
that  one  can't  go  below.  Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  we  would  have  to  start  paying  for  composting 
and  recycling.  Mr.  Drew  stated  that  is  correct  and  that  recycling  and  composting  costs  have  been  rolled 
into  the  rate  for  refuse  for  some  time  and  as  this  service  has  grown,  this  cost  has  gotten  larger. 
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Mr.  Drew  reported  that  during  the  last  rate  hearing,  a  discussion  was  held  on  establishing  a  base  cost 
and  then  factoring  in  service  level  costs.  This  proposal  was  discussed  but  ultimately  was  not  agreed  to 
at  the  time  by  Department  staff,  Department  of  Public  Works  or  Norcal.  As  a  part  of  the  same  rate 
process,  the  variance  rate,  a  once  monthly  service  for  refuse  only,  was  discontinued,  and  a 
commitment  was  made  to  construct  a  new  volume  and  frequency  rate  system  for  the  next  rate  cycle. 

Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  part  of  the  reason  to  require  garbage  service  is  that  people  could  be 
incentivized  to  empty  their  trash  elsewhere.  Mr.  Drew  explained  that  it  is  a  public  health  mandate  to 
maintain  cleanliness,  and  a  minimum  level  of  pickup  service  is  part  of  that  requirement.  It  was  stated 
that  the  variance  rate  was  designed  for  individuals  who  did  not  live  here  all  the  time  for  only  garbage 
service  pickup,  and  the  rate  did  not  include  recycling  or  composting.  Mr.  Assmann  reported  on  the 
possibility  of  garbage  service  collection  every  other  week  or  less  frequently  and  compostable  collection 
every  week.  Mr.  Drew  reported  that  Toronto  has  this  type  of  program.  Mr.  Assmann  reported  that  truck 
mechanics  do  not  allow  for  different  cart  sizes  because  of  weight  distribution  issues;  however,  an  insert 
is  available  for  the  32-gallon  cart  to  accommodate  less  garbage  collection.  It  was  stated  that  another 
focus  could  be  on  reducing  collection  service  to  buildings  where  they  have  multiple  pickups  in  one 
week.  A  discussion  was  held  on  problems  with  weight  distribution  on  the  trucks  that  deliver  recycling 
and  garbage  together  and  future  efforts  to  combine  trash  and  organics  into  one  truck  as  they  go  to  the 
same  location.  It  was  explained  that  there  would  be  pilot  programs  implemented  to  gather  data  on 
possible  new  collection  and  rate  mechanisms. 

5.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

6.  Announcements.  (Discussion).  Commissioner  Martin  announced  that  the  Architectural  Foundation  in 
Washington  D.C.  started  a  Sustainable  Cities  Design  Academy  and  she  was  one  of  their  guest  experts 
for  their  inaugural  academy  held  in  Boston.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  she  found  the  format  to 
be  interesting  and  wondered  if  there  might  be  a  parallel  for  this  function  in  San  Francisco.  It  was 
explained  that  four  development  projects  were  discussed,  one  from  each  eastern  city  of  Philadelphia, 
New  Bedford,  Boston,  and  Washington  D.C.  and  experts  were  asked  for  feedback.  The  projects  were 
similar  to  the  Hunters  Point  Shipyard,  but  more  hands-on  in  terms  of  design.  Commissioner  Martin 
announced  that  she  has  been  involved  in  a  project  to  replace  the  current  hanging  baskets  trucked  in 
from  Oregon  with  succulents  that  require  less  water  usage,  use  recyclable  water,  and  produce  less 
waste.  Commissioner  Gravanis  announced  (1)  that  there  would  be  a  Mount  Sutro  presentation  on  the 
restoration  project  on  Thursday,  February  19;  (2)  that  the  Main  Library  is  hosting  a  wildlife  photograph 
exhibit;  and  (3)  that  the  Port  Commission  would  be  holding  a  hearing  on  February  10  on  Seawall  Lot 
337. 

7.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion) 

March  agenda  items  discussed  included  (1)  Treasure  Island  Sustainability  Plan;  (2)  Update  on  the 
Urban  Forest  Master  Plan;  (3)  Lights  Out  San  Francisco;  (4)  LED  Streetlights  Pilot  Project;  and  (5) 
outreach  with  a  focus  on  available  tools  to  increase  attendance  at  Commission  meetings,  especially  off- 
site  meetings.  Commissioner  Martin  asked  that  a  discussion  be  held  on  outreach  goals  and  targeting 
the  environmental  community  who  are  doing  related  work  and  have  important  information  that  could  be 
shared  with  the  Commission.  It  was  stated  that  other  people  could  have  attended  the  Accords 
discussion  and  brought  meaningful  dialogue  at  today's  meeting.  Acting  Director  Assmann 
recommended  approaching  environmental  groups  in  San  Francisco  to  inquire  about  the  most  important 
goals  they  are  focusing  on  and  goals  they  want  to  achieve  on  a  local  level.  Commissioner  Martin 
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recommended  letting  them  know  what  the  Commission  is  actually  working  on  and  inviting  them  to 
participate. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  the  Commission  had  previously  held  a  discussion  on  the  Cosco 
Busan  oil  spill,  and  that  there  is  mitigation  money  available  that  no-one  in  San  Francisco  that  she  is 
aware  of  is  applying  for.  It  was  explained  that  outreach  efforts  would  help  with  identifying  what  type  of 
discussions  should  be  brought  back  at  the  appropriate  time.  Commissioner  Martin  inquired  as  to  what 
activities  or  meetings  the  Commissioners  could  attend  or  write  letters  to  in  order  to  be  most  effective. 
Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that  direct  communication  to  these  environmental  organizations  would 
initiate  feedback.  Commissioner  Gravanis  asked  if  it  would  be  appropriate  to  ask  staff  to  send  letters  to 
environmental  groups.  Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  it  would  be  appropriate. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  recommended  that  the  agenda  item  include  outreach  goals,  the  audience,  and 
how  to  identify  ahead  of  time  how  to  reach  out  to  people  for  any  given  item.  Ms.  Fish  reported  that  the 
Commission  used  to  have  an  assigned  liaison  with  Department  program  areas  where  they  would  be 
invited  to  attend  staff  meetings  to  participate  in  staff  discussion.  Commissioner  Martin  discussed  the 
Bylaws  requirement  to  work  with  other  agencies  such  as  PUC,  Recreation  and  Park,  Redevelopment 
Agency  on  planning  efforts  and  how  that  could  be  achieved.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  the 
focus  should  be  more  on  making  a  difference  than  just  receiving  updates. 

8.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

9.  Adjournment.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  adjourned  at  6:50  p.m. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission's  office,  11  Grove  Street,  San 
Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website 
http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  meetinq.asp?id=61 005.  (3)  by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda 
item  above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  (5) 
via  e-mail  at  Monica. Fish(g)sfqov.orq  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting. 


'Approved:  April  13,  2009 
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MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Jane 
Martin 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 
Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Committee  takes  action  on  any  item. 

1 .  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  February  9,  2009  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting.  (Explanatory 
Document:  February  9,  2009  Draft  Minutes  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  paqe.asp?id=98988) 
(Discussion  and  Action) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

4.  Energy  Efficient,  Light  Emitting  Diode  (LED)  Streetlights  Pilot  Project.  Sponsor:  Commissioner 
Martin;  Speaker:  Ms.  Barbara  Hale,  Assistant  General  Manager  of  Power,  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities 
Commission  (Informational  Presentation  and  Discussion) 

5.  Urban  Environmental  Accord  Action  8:  Urban  Design:  Treasure  Island  Redevelopment  Project 
Update.  Sponsor:  Vice-Chair  Gravanis.  Speaker:  Mr.  Michael  Tymoff,  Project  Manager,  Office  of 
Economic  and  Workforce  Development  (Informational  Presentation  and  Discussion) 

6.  Urban  Environmental  Accord  Action  21:  Water:  Update  on  the  Sewer  System  Master  Plan. 
Sponsor:  Commissioner  Martin;  Speakers:  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  Representative 
and  Mr.  Alex  Lantsberg,  Co-Chair,  SF  Sustainable  Watersheds  Alliance  (SWAle).  (Informational  Report 
and  Discussion) 

7.  Announcements.  (Discussion) 

8.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion) 

9.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

10.  Adjournment. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 


**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1 )  the  Commission's  office,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between 
the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  meetinq.asp?id=61 005,  (3) 
by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item  above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355- 
3709,  or  (5)  via  e-mail  at  Monica. Fish@sfqov.org  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting.  If  any  materials  related  to  an  item  on  this 
agenda  have  been  distributed  to  the  Commission  Policy  Committee  after  distribution  of  the  agenda  packet,  those  materials  are 
available  for  public  inspection  at  the  Department  of  the  Environment,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  during  normal  office 
hours  or  will  be  made  available  at  the  meeting  website  link  Policy  Committee's  website 

http://sfgov.org/site/sfenvironment  meeting.asp?id=61 005  as  links  to  the  agenda  or  meeting  minutes  (by  item). 


Public  Comment 

At  this  time,  members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  items  of  interest  that  are  within  the  subject  matter  jurisdiction  of  the 
Committee  but  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  Public  comment  will  be  taken  following  each  agendized  item.  Each  member  of  the  public 
may  address  the  Committee  for  up  to  three  minutes,  unless  otherwise  announced  by  the  Chair.  If  it  is  demonstrated  that  the  comments 
by  the  public  will  exceed  1 5  minutes,  the  Chair  may  continue  Public  Comment  to  another  time  during  the  meeting. 

The  Brown  Act  forbids  the  Committee  from  taking  action  or  discussing  any  item  or  issue  not  appearing  on  the  posted  agenda.  This  rule 
applies  to  issues  raised  in  public  comment  as  well.  In  response  to  public  comment,  not  on  an  agendized  item,  the  Committee  is  limited 

to: 

1.  Briefly  responding  to  statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  the  public,  or 

2.  Request  staff  to  report  back  on  a  matter  at  a  subsequent  meeting,  or 

3.  Directing  staff  to  place  the  item  or  issue  on  a  future  agenda  (Government  Code  Section  54954.2(a).) 

Disability  Access 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  Meeting  will  be  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  421 ,  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  Sa 
Francisco,  CA  94102,  in  the  Civic  Center  area.  The  meeting  room  is  wheelchair  accessible.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station  is  the 
Civic  Center  Station  at  United  Nations  Plaza  and  Market  Street.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location  are:  #71  Haight/Noriega  and 
the  F  Line  to  Market  and  Van  Ness  and  the  Metro  Stations  at  Van  Ness  and  Market  and  at  Civic  Center.  For  information  about  MUNI 
accessible  services  call  (415)  923-6142.  There  is  accessible  curbside  parking  adjacent  to  City  Hall  on  Grove  Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenue 
and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Veterans  Building  at  401  Van  Ness  Avenue  adjacent  to  Davies  Hall  and  the  War  Memorial  Complex. 

The  following  services  are  available  on  request  48  hours  prior  to  the  meeting;  except  for  Monday  meetings,  for  which  the  deadline  shall  be 
4:00  p.m.  of  the  last  business  day  of  the  preceding  week:  For  American  sign  language  interpreters  or  the  use  of  a  reader  during  a  meeting 
a  sound  enhancement  system,  and/or  alternative  formats  of  the  agenda  and  minutes,  please  contact  Monica  Fish  at  (415)  355-3709  to 
make  arrangements  for  the  accommodation.  Late  requests  will  be  honored,  if  possible. 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple  chemical  sensitivity 
or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be  sensitive  to  various  chemical  based 
products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  Individuals  with  chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities  should  call 
the  Mayor's  Office  on  Disability  at  (415)  554-6789  or  (415)  554-6799  (TTY)  for  further  information. 

Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code) 

Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards,  councils,  and  other 
agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are  conducted 
before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's  review.  For  more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine 
Ordinance  or  to  report  a  violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  Frank  Darby,  Jr.,  Sunshine  Task  Force 
Administrator,  City  Hall,  Room  409,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  at  Phone  No.:  (415)  554-7724; 
Fax  No.:  (415)  554-7854;  E-mail:  sotf(5)sfqov.orq.  Copies  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the  Clerk  of  the  Sunshine 
Task  Force,  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library  and  on  the  City's  website  at  www.sfqov.org. 

Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements 

Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  administrative  action  may  be  required  by  the  San 
Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF  Campaign  &  Governmental  Conduct  Code  §2.100,  et.  seq]  to  register  and  report  lobbying  activity. 
For  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact  the  Ethics  Commission  at:  25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Second  Floor,  San  j 
Francisco,  CA  94102;  telephone  (415)  252-3100,  fax  (415)  252-3112;  web  site  atwww.sfgov.org/ethics. 

Important  Information 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this  meeting.  Please  be  I 
advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone, 
pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

NOTE:  Persons  unable  to  attend  the  meeting  may  submit  to  the  Committee,  by  the  time  the  proceedings  begin,  written  comments 
regarding  the  agenda  items  above.  These  comments  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  official  public  record  and  shall  be  brought  to  the 
attention  of  the  Committee  members.  Any  written  comments  should  be  sent  to:  Commission  Secretary  of  the  Environment,  1 1  Grove 
Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  by  5:00  p.m.  on  the  day  prior  to  the  hearing.  Comments  which  cannot  be  delivered  to  the  Commission 
Secretary  by  that  time,  may  be  taken  directly  to  the  hearing  at  the  location  above.  When  bringing  handouts  to  meetings,  please 
photocopy  on  both  sides  of  the  paper  and  try  to  use  post-consumer  recycled  or  tree-free  paper.  Also,  please  bring  sufficient  copies  of 
handouts  for  the  Committee,  the  Commission  Secretary  and  the  public. 
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COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Jane 
MarieFrancis  Martin 


1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  Meeting 
convened  at  5:05  p.m.  Present:  Committee  Chair  Wald,  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  Commissioner 


2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  February  9,  2009  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting.  (Discussion  and 
Action)  Upon  Motion  by  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  second  by  Commissioner  Martin,  the  February  9, 
2009  Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  without  objection  (AYES:  Chair  Wald,  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and 
Commissioner  Martin)  (Explanatory  Document:  February  9,  2009  Approved  Minutes 

http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  paqe.asp?id=98988) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

Items  5  and  6  were  heard  before  Item  4. 

4.  Energy  Efficient,  Light  Emitting  Diode  (LED)  Streetlights  Pilot  Project.  Sponsor:  Commissioner 
Martin;  Speaker:  Ms.  Barbara  Hale,  Assistant  General  Manager  of  Power,  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities 
Commission  (SFPUC)  (Informational  Presentation  and  Discussion) 

Ms.  Hale  reported  that  San  Francisco's  streetlights  are  operated  by  the  SFPUC  and  are  maintained  by 
either  PUC  or  PG&E  depending  on  who  owns  them.  Of  the  42,000  streetlights  in  San  Francisco,  PUC 
owns  and  operates  about  23,000,  and  the  balance  is  owned  and  operated  by  PG&E.  Regardless  of 
who  owns  the  streetlights,  the  power  that  powers  them  is  PUC  power,  and  PUC  pays  PG&E  to  maintain 
lights  they  own. 

Ms.  Hale  explained  that  there  is  a  30  to  50%  savings  through  changing  out  lights  to  a  more  efficient 
method  using  new  technologies  such  as  LED's.  There  is  a  diversity  of  streetlights  in  San  Francisco, 
and  only  some  are  compatible  with  an  LED  retrofit  because  of  the  nature  of  the  pole.  Some  streetlights 
would  not  be  changed  because  they  are  unique  and  historic,  and  others  can  be  readily  retrofitted  with 
existing  technologies.  Approximately  17,600  of  the  23,000  streetlights  that  PUC  owns  are  cobra  head 
style  streetlights,  which  is  the  style  that  is  readily  available  for  retrofit.  A  small  pilot  project  was  started 
in  partnership  with  PG&E  to  change  out  lights  by  the  Main  Library  and  in  front  of  the  PG&E  Beale  Street 
headquarters.  An  electronic  survey  that  gathered  opinion  about  what  people  thought  about  the  light 
quality  and  their  experience  when  driving  showed  that  there  was  a  strong  improvement  in  terms  of 
driver  and  pedestrian  visibility,  glare,  brightness,  and  overall  appearance. 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 


Martin. 
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Ms.  Hale  stated  that  the  benefits  of  LED  streetlights  include  energy  efficiency  improvement  (30  to  50% 
is  being  seen),  reduction  of  maintenance  costs,  better  light  quality,  and  longer  life.  It  was  reported  that 
there  is  a  higher  upfront  cost  but  the  lights  last  longer.  Commissioner  Martin  inquired  whether 
manufacturers  issue  a  warranty  for  a  specific  amount  of  time.  Ms.  Hale  stated  that  it  would  depend  on 
the  manufacturer.  It  was  explained  that  because  of  PUC's  low-cost  electricity,  pay-back  periods  may 
be  in  twelve  to  fifteen  years  for  new  installations  and  20-25  years  for  retrofits.  It  was  explained  that  it 
may  be  more  cost  effective  for  other  cities  and  be  a  quicker  payback  because  PUC's  electricity  costs 
are  so  low.  It  is  cost  effective  for  PUC  and  it  is  a  good  payback,  but  because  PUC's  electricity  is  so 
inexpensive  it  doesn't  equate  quite  as  well.  It  was  explained  that  PUC  is  getting  better  at  controlling 
light  trespass  so  not  as  much  light  is  escaping  into  the  sky  and  impairing  ability  to  see  the  night  sky. 
Also,  with  the  broader  rebuild  of  lighting  systems,  you  can  space  the  poles  wider  apart  and  thereby 
lower  the  overall  cost.  Commissioner  Wald  inquired  whether  that  would  mean  that  there  would  be 
empty  light  poles  when  retrofitting.  Ms.  Hale  explained  that  when  a  developer  is  redoing  a  block,  not  as 
many  streetlights  would  be  required,  there  would  be  less  clutter  on  the  street,  and  less  street  furniture, 
without  reducing  the  light  quality  and  benefits. 

Ms.  Hale  reported  that  the  pilot  that  was  completed  recently  included  installation  of  an  additional  50 
streetlights  in  the  Tenderloin  District.  There  was  an  area  in  the  neighborhood  with  high  cost  streetlights 
that  PUC  proposed  for  retrofit  from  funds  in  their  budget  allocated  to  lighting  improvements.  This 
project  would  take  the  LED  test  to  the  next  level.  The  area  was  identified  as  a  high-crime  area  and  PUC 
worked  with  the  Police  Department  on  this  effort  to  improve  lighting.  Ms.  Hale  reported  that  anytime 
there  are  crimes,  data  points  analyze  the  street  lighting  environment.  The  Police  Department  collects 
this  information  and  reports  back  to  the  PUC  regularly.  The  Tenderloin  project  is  also  a  pilot  that  will 
look  at  lighting  control  technologies  and  the  light  fixture  itself.  It  is  hoped  that  the  pilot  will  show  that  the 
LED  conversion  is  a  smart  conversion  to  make,  and  that  smart  controller  technologies  would  lower 
PUC's  operational  and  maintenance  costs.  It  was  explained  that  smart  controllers  allow  you  to  look  on 
a  computer  and  see  that  a  streetlight  has  diminished  performance  rather  than  someone  calling  in  a 
report  to  311. 

Committee  Chair  Wald  inquired  whether  there  are  plans  to  move  from  pilot  to  operational  projects  and 
inquired  about  future  plans  with  PG&E.  Ms.  Hale  reported  that  data  would  be  collected  to  start  a  capital 
improvement  program  request  for  retrofitting  PUC-owned  lights.  PUC  already  knows  that  the  LED  light 
fixtures  have  a  higher  upfront  cost  than  the  older  style,  and  that  funds  are  not  available  to  do  large- 
scale  lighting  retrofits  quickly,  so  a  neighborhood  by  neighborhood  approach  to  retrofitting  that  fits 
PUC's  financial  capacity  will  be  taken.  The  PUC's  Power  Enterprise  does  not  have  the  ability  to  borrow 
funds  and  are  not  a  credit-rated  enterprise,  so  all  projects  are  expensed  and  have  competing  uses  from 
net  operating  revenues  as  well  as  continuing  to  maintain  the  Hetch  Hetchy  hydro-system  that  allows 
PUC  to  produce  the  revenues.  It  is  anticipated  that  additional  funds  would  be  made  available  through 
other  programs  and  not  through  operating  revenues  and  barring  the  ability  to  borrow  funds,  that  it  would 
be  a  slow-paced  retrofit.  Since  it  is  a  new  technology  and  there  are  not  that  many  competitors  in  the 
market  providing  this  technology  at  this  time,  having  a  slow-paced  project  in  the  beginning  is  not  a  bad 
idea  from  a  business  perspective. 

Chair  Wald  stated  that  at  some  point  it  may  not  be  a  new  technology  and  recommended  thinking  about 
programs  that  could  incentivize  retrofitting,  such  as  a  street  light  improvement  district.  Ms.  Hale  stated 
that  the  SFPUC  Commission  has  been  presented  with  ideas  on  how  to  interact  with  the  development 
community  in  San  Francisco  in  terms  of  establishing  street  lighting  policy  requirements'  so  there  can  be 
an  enforcement  mechanism.  As  more  LED  streetlight  fixtures  become  available  in  the  market,  it  will  be 
more  of  a  well  received  response.  Because  the  options  at  this  point  are  so  narrow,  it  might  be  too  soon 
to  go  toward  that  approach.  Ms.  Hale  reported  that  a  lot  of  calls  that  are  received  are  not  only  about 
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street  lighting,  but  about  pedestrian  and  path  lighting,  so  PUC  is  holding  discussions  with  the 
Department  of  Public  Works  (DPW)  to  address  community  concerns. 

Ms.  Hale  reported  that  there  are  competing  technologies  that  include  wireless  and  hardwire.  When  the 
communication  is  hard  wired,  PUC  really  needs  PG&E  as  a  partner  since  PUC  does  not  own  their  own 
distribution  system.  PG&E  is  going  to  the  California  Public  Utilities  Commission  (CPUC)  to  request  a 
set  fee  to  establish  the  type  of  service  for  that  type  of  smart  controller  program,  so  there  will  be  a  set 
rate  throughout  California  for  PG&E  service  territory.  To  the  extent  that  becomes  available,  it  will  factor 
into  the  decision  about  what  technology  to  use  and  what  the  most  cost  effective  method  would  be  as 
there  is  an  added  cost.  A  dialogue  has  been  started  with  PG&E  and  is  part  of  the  LED  pilot  to 
determine  whether  PG&E  would  convert  the  poles  that  they  own. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  whether  light  pollution  and  bird  migration  has  been  captured  in  light 
trespass.  Ms.  Hale  stated  that  would  be  one  of  the  benefits  of  the  LED  conversion.  Mr.  Cal 
Broomhead,  Department  of  the  Environment  Energy  Manager,  reported  that  the  lights  that  are  being 
replaced  have  mercury  and  LED  do  not.  Commissioner  Martin  recommended  combining  utility 
undergrounding  projects  with  light  pole  retrofitting  at  the  same  time.  Ms.  Hale  stated  that  would  be  a 
natural  conversion  opportunity  for  PUC.  Commissioner  Martin  inquired  whether  post  top  street  lights 
are  considered  retrofittable.  Ms.  Hale  reported  that  there  are  some  manufacturers  coming  out  with 
post-top  compatible  LED  lighting,  but  there  is  not  that  much  on  the  market  now.  However,  it  is 
expected  that  new  products  will  become  available  since  manufacturers  know  there  is  a  demand.  Ms. 
Hale  explained  that  part  of  the  challenge  is  that  the  development  community  likes  the  more  attractive 
post-style  pole  and  lights.  Policy  statements  are  being  worked  on  with  the  SFPUC  Commission  and 
DPW  to  address  these  issues,  light  trespass,  and  lighting  selection. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  part  of  the  policy  language  that  would  be  presented  to  the  SFPUC 
Commission  would  be  dark  sky  compatible.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  there  are  new  products 
that  are  specifically  designed  to  address  light  pollution.  Ms.  Hale  stated  that  she  would  ask  staff  to 
make  sure  that  is  part  of  the  dialogue  with  lighting  manufacturers  and  distributors.  Commissioner 
Martin  reported  that  the  International  Dark  Skies  Association  on  their  website  has  a  list  of 
manufacturers  who  have  a  list  of  products  they  are  promoting. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  asked  if  a  written  list  of  criteria  is  available  for  selection  of  next  pilot  projects,  e.g. 
selection  of  blocks  where  light  pollution  is  an  exceptional  problem.  Ms.  Hale  explained  that  she  is 
conscious  of  light  pollution  as  a  significant  issue,  but  the  higher  priority  is  neighborhoods  where  crime  is 
an  issue,  and  indicated  that  a  list  of  neighborhoods  is  not  yet  available.  Chair  Wald  asked  whether  the 
Environment  Commission  might  have  a  list  of  neighborhoods  other  than  downtown  where  light  pollution 
is  a  serious  issue.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  the  lighting  around  San  Francisco's  parks. 
Commissioner  Gravanis  indicated  that  the  Audubon  Society  might  have  a  list. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  indicated  that  it  is  her  understanding  that  DPW  selects  the  actual  fixtures,  not 
PUC.  Ms.  Hale  reported  that  by  City  Charter  PUC  chooses  the  actual  fixtures,  and  DPW  brings 
anything  they  want  in  the  street  to  PUC  for  approval.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  recommended  that  an  effort 
be  made  to  revise  the  lights  catalog  as  it  contains  bad  examples  in  terms  of  light  pollution  and  trespass. 
Vice-Chair  Gravanis  also  recommended  retrofitting  the  pole  top  with  some  sort  of  shield  or  painting  the 
glass  so  the  light  doesn't  shoot  straight  up.  Ms.  Hale  stated  that  citizens  are  supportive  of  street 
lighting  at  the  highest  wattage  and  have  a  lot  of  different  views  about  street  lighting  in  the  City,  so  an 
effort  is  being  made  to  work  with  DPW  to  go  through  the  street  light  policy  statements  to  make  sure 
efficiency,  light  trespass,  operation,  and  maintenance  costs  are  policy  priorities.  PUC  can't  practically 
afford  to  have  a  large  binder  of  options  and  explained  that  there  is  a  lot  of  diversity  of  opinion  on  what  is 
needed  and  preferred  from  one  neighborhood  to  another.  It  was  explained  that  an  approach  would  not 
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be  recommended  in  advance  of  neighborhood  outreach  and  rewrite  of  a  policy.  The  SFPUC 
Commission  was  presented  with  a  presentation  on  street  lighting  and  told  that  a  policy  statement  would 
be  brought  back  so  the  City  can  have  a  clearer  direction  in  order  to  be  responsive  to  community 
concerns. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  whether  there  is  an  opportunity  for  educating  the  public  and  including 
environmental  benefits  so  they  are  making  informed  decisions.  Ms.  Hale  explained  that  there  would  be 
a  community  outreach  component.  Commissioner  Martin  inquired  whether  a  block  would  be  able  to 
raise  funds  and  have  PUC  provide  the  installation.  Ms.  Hale  stated  that  conceptually,  if  citizens  want  to 
provide  the  funding  to  provide  services,  the  PUC  would  be  amenable.  Commissioner  Martin 
recommended  that  the  SFPUC  Commission  create  a  forum  for  accommodating  that  type  of  request. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  inquired  as  to  what  extent  the  PUC  has  been  working  with  the  Better  Streets 
program  to  integrate  all  of  the  lighting  issues  with  issues  such  as  planting,  bicycles,  and  swales.  Ms. 
Hale  explained  that  PUC  is  holding  discussions  with  Better  Streets  program  staff.  Commissioner 
Gravanis  inquired  whether  there  was  a  timetable  set  for  a  pilot  pedestrian  lighting  program.  Ms.  Hale 
explained  that  dialogue  has  just  been  started  with  DPW  staff  on  pedestrian  lighting  in  order  to  arrive  at 
a  City-family  solution,  so  a  time  schedule  is  not  yet  available.  Ms.  Hale  was  thanked  for  her  thorough 
and  comprehensive  presentation. 

5.  Urban  Environmental  Accord  Action  8:  Urban  Design:  Treasure  Island  Redevelopment  Project 
Update.  Sponsor:  Vice-Chair  Gravanis.  Speaker:  Mr.  Michael  Tymoff,  Project  Manager,  Office  of 
Economic  and  Workforce  Development  (Informational  Presentation  and  Discussion) 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  reported  that  the  Department  of  the  Environment  in  2006  was  involved  in  assisting 
in  the  development  of  a  Sustainability  Plan  for  Treasure  and  Yerba  Buena  Islands  and  stated  that  a 
status  update  would  be  presented  at  today's  meeting.  Mr.  Tymoff  introduced  himself  as  working  for  the 
Mayor's  Office  on  behalf  of  the  Treasure  Island  Development  Authority  (TIDA)  and  introduced  Mr.  Mike 
Martin,  Development  Program  Manager,  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission,  who  has  been 
working  in  conjunction  with  TIDA  on  infrastructure  plans  for  the  Island. 

Ms.  Johanna  Partin,  Renewable  Energy  Program  Manager,  Department  of  the  Environment  presented 
explanatory  documents:  Tl  Geothermal  Designs  (PDF) 

http://sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2009/TIGeotheriTialDesiqns.pdf,  Tl  Heat  Pumps  Report 
(PDF)  http://sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2009/TIHeatPumpsreport.pdf,  Tl  Map  Conceptual 
Land  Use  (PDF)  http://sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2009/TIMapConceptualLandUse.pdf,  URS 

Treasure  Island  Heat  Pumps  Memorandum  (PDF) 

http://sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2009/URSTIHeatPumpsMemo.pdf,  and  reported  that  these 

documents  consist  of  Treasure  Island's  Water  Source  Heat  Pumps  Pre  Feasibility  Study  by  URS  and 
Timmons  Design  Engineers,  a  brief  presentation  on  the  results  of  the  study,  as  well  as  a  subsequent 
memo  on  permitting  requirements  around  the  recommendations  that  were  made  in  the  study.  Ms. 
Partin  explained  that  URS  and  Timmons  Design  Engineers  were  asked  to  look  at  ground  and  water 
source  heat  pump  opportunities  at  the  inhabited  portion  of  Treasure  Island  to  identify  opportunities  for 
geothermal  heat  pump  technologies  that  might  be  beneficial  to  the  Island  in  terms  of  cost,  economics, 
energy  use  and  offsetting  carbon  as  a  result  of  those  installations.  The  four  geothermal  options  that 
were  reviewed  include  (1)  Bay  Coupled  Open  Loop  unitary  heat  pump;  (2)  Bay  Coupled  Open  Loop 
Building  Level  heat  pump;  (3)  Bay  Coupled  Closed  Loop  level  heat  pump;  and  (4)  Ground  Coupled 
Closed  Loop  Vertical  Bore  heat  pump.  It  was  reported  that  the  closed  loop  systems  (3  and  4)  were 
rejected  due  to  construction  and  operation  infeasibility.  The  focus  was  on  the  first  two  systems,  and  the 
conclusion  was  that  the  second  was  the  most  cost  effective  option  if  the  decision  is  made  to  go  with  a 
bay  coupled  geothermal  heat  system;  however,  there  are  permitting  difficulties.  The  study,  Tables  11- 
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13  and  15,  show  the  estimated  annual  energy  use  for  the  different  systems  that  were  reviewed  and 
associated  costs.  It  was  explained  that  while  the  bay  coupled  heat  pump  with  a  plant  at  each  building 
was  the  recommended  approach  if  geothermal  is  decided  upon  at  Treasure  Island,  it  also  would  be  the 
hardest  system  to  permit.  The  other  recommendation  made  by  URS  and  Timmons  was  to  possibly 
pursue  Variable  Refrigerant  Flow  System  (VRF  systems),  described  on  page  4  of  the  report,  a 
conventional  boiler  system  that  would  be  a  more  efficient  process,  not  have  the  permitting  difficulties, 
and  would  be  cost  effective. 

Mr.  Mike  Martin  reported  that  a  preliminary  study  concluded  that  ground  source  heat  pumps  were  not  a 
feasible  technology,  that  the  scope  of  work  would  be  expanded,  and  ARUP  would  be  reengaged  in 
analyzing  the  overall  power  supply  for  the  Island.  It  was  explained  that  the  current  thinking  is  that 
ground  source  heat  pumps  would  not  be  feasible  from  a  permitting  standpoint  and  timing  for  final 
project  approvals  and  the  CEQA  document.  An  analysis  would  be  done  on  what  the  impact  is  in  terms 
of  greenhouse  gas  emissions,  identifying  other  technologies  available  in  order  to  reduce  demand,  and 
methodologies  to  reach  the  long-term  goal  of  producing  more  energy  on  the  Island  during  peak  hours 
than  would  actually  be  used.  Commissioner  Martin  suggested  that  a  cogeneration  plant  be  considered. 

Committee  Chair  Wald  inquired  about  the  project  schedule.  Mr.  Martin  reported  that  the  Draft  EIR 
would  be  completed  by  December  2009,  and  final  project  approvals,  e.g.,  Certified  EIR,  the  adoption  of 
the  Redevelopment  Plan,  and  the  Disposition  and  Development  Agreement  would  be  secured  by  mid 
2010. 

Public  Comment: 

Mr.  Alex  Lantsberg  stated  that  PG&E  reported  that  at  the  old  Hunters  Point  Power  Plant,  between  50 
and  75  gallons  of  chlorine  and  other  chemicals  were  directly  injected  into  the  inflow  to  keep  the  pipes 
clean  on  a  regular  basis.  It  was  explained  that  this  process  kept  the  barnacles  and  all  critters  from 
growing  in  the  pipes  at  that  plant.  Mr.  Lantsberg  explained  that  the  City  opposed  the  Mirant  permit  to 
use  once  through  cooling  at  the  Potrero  Power  Plant  and  questioned  whether  it  would  be  approved  for 
this  project. 

Mr.  Tymoff  explained  that  everything  that  has  been  done  to  date  is  based  on  the  2006  Development 
Plan  and  Term  Sheet  endorsed  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  and  TIDA  Board  and  is  building  off  of  the 
exhibits  to  the  Development  Plan,  Term  Sheets  and  Sustainability  Plan.  The  Sustainability  Plan  is  not 
being  redrafted  at  this  time  and  key  components  are  being  implemented,  primarily  around 
transportation  and  infrastructure  planning,  the  Yerba  Buena  Island  Habitat  Management  Plan,  and 
testing  of  the  overall  Land  Use  Plan  and  Development  Program.  Mr.  Tymoff  reported  on  awards 
received  on  this  project  which  include  the  AIA  2009  Urban  Design  Honor  Award  to  Skidmore  Owens 
and  Merrill  for  the  Master  Plan  and  the  Governors  Environment  and  Economic  Leadership  Award  for 
the  sustainable  communities  category. 

Mr.  Tymoff  reported  that  new  planning  work  involves  responding  to  climate  change  and  sea  level  rise, 
and  a  geotechnical  approach  is  being  studied  for  Treasure  Island.  TICD  has  compiled  a  peer  review 
panel  comprised  of  experts  in  geotechnical  and  seismic  work  from  around  the  country  to  review  the 
strategy  in  relation  to  sea  level  rise.  An  approach  has  been  identified  which  would  involve  perimeter 
improvements  and  raising  the  development  areas  three  feet  above  a  baseboard  elevation  to 
accommodate  sea  level  rise.  A  funding  mechanism  that  would  levy  an  assessment  on  the  property 
owner  for  long-term  improvements  is  being  considered. 

Mr.  Tymoff  reported  on  transportation  planning  efforts  with  the  Municipal  Transportation  Authority 
(MTA)  to  finalize  MUNI  service  planning  issues  around  the  intermodal  facility.  It  was  explained  that 
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work  is  in  process  with  MUNI  and  the  MTA  bike  group  in  order  to  reach  an  agreement  about  how  to 
accommodate  automobiles,  MUNI,  AC  Transit,  shuttle  bus  service,  and  at  the  same  time  creating  a 
safe  pedestrian  and  bike  environment  through  the  shared  street  concept,  which  is  part  of  the  Better 
Streets  Plan.  Discussions  are  being  held  with  the  Mayor's  Office  of  Disability  and  the  Department  of 
Public  Works  on  acceptance  of  this  street  typology  per  the  subdivision  codes  and  regulations. 
Additional  transportation  planning  efforts  are  in  process  with  the  Streets  Working  Group,  the  San 
Francisco  Bike  Coalition,  and  the  Department  of  Public  Health  (DPH)  who  has  a  Caltrans  grant  for  a 
community  based  planning  effort  surrounding  the  issues  of  creating  a  pedestrian  and  bicycle  friendly 
environment.  Their  final  plan  with  high  level  and  detailed  policy  recommendations  were  just  presented 
to  the  TIDA  Board  last  month. 

Mr.  Tymoff  reported  that  work  is  in  process  with  the  Water  Emergency  Transportation  Authority  (WETA) 
and  MTA  on  establishing  ferry  service.  Skidmore,  Owens  and  Merrill  were  designated  as  the  lead  in 
Master  Plan  efforts,  and  Moffatt  and  Nichol,  and  C&D  Landscaping  would  combine  efforts  to  do  the 
planning,  design,  and  engineering  at  the  Ferry  Terminal.  Mr.  Tymoff  discussed  additional  efforts  in 
process  that  include  (1)  the  Habitat  Management  Plan  in  which  a  Draft  Plan  would  be  reviewed  by 
Commissioner  Gravanis  and  a  stakeholder  group  and  then  would  be  presented  to  the  Commission  on 
the  Environment  in  mid-summer  2009;  (2)  the  Design  and  Development  Standards,  which  would  be 
brought  to  CAB  and  TIDA  in  June  or  July;  (3)  planned  discussions  with  the  Department  of  Environment 
and  Department  of  Buildings  Inspection  (DBI)  on  Green  Building  Specifications;  and  (4)  commitment  to 
LEED  Gold  level  and  possibly  Platinum  certification. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  asked  if  there  was  additional  thought  on  whether  the  system  would  use  ultra  violet 
versus  chemicals  for  final  disinfection.  Mr.  Tymoff  explained  that  a  determination  has  not  been  made 
because  there  are  different  issues  to  consider  with  respect  to  the  Island's  interplay  with  the  storm  water 
wetlands  and  how  to  most  efficiently  reuse  the  storm  water  as  opposed  to  the  treated  base  water  and 
where  those  things  are  going  to  go.  Spatial  water  shed  analysis  is  being  done  to  try  to  figure  that  out 
because  the  uses  of  the  water  will  help  with  an  understanding  of  what  the  best  treatment  train  would 
be.  At  the  same  time  PUC  is  moving  forward  with  other  recycled  water  projects  in  the  City  and  wants  to 
make  sure  that  what  is  done  with  Treasure  Island  makes  sense  with  the  recycled  water  program.  Vice- 
Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  she  heard  that  it  is  not  legal  to  transport  chlorine  on  the  bay  bridge  and 
asked  if  chemical  disinfectants  would  be  barged  over  if  they  were  to  be  used.  Mr.  Tymoff  stated  that  he 
is  not  aware  of  the  different  approaches.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  asked  who  would  be  recommending 
those  details  on  sewage  treatment.  Ms.  Tymoff  indicated  that  work  is  being  done  with  PUC's  engineers 
and  Brown  and  Caldwell.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  recommended  that  a  request  be  made  to  allow  the  City's 
SFPUC  Technical  Advisory  Committee  to  get  involved  in  Treasure  and  Yerba  Buena  Island's  storm 
water  and  wastewater  planning  efforts. 

Mr.  Martin  reported  that  he  is  working  with  the  Mayors  Office,  TIDA,  the  developer  and  their  consultants 
on  design  concepts  on  the  Island's  different  infrastructure  systems  that  include  water,  wastewater  and 
storm  water.  After  receiving  technical  design  feedback  and  holding  discussions,  Letters  of  Agreement 
on  the  Master  Plan  approach  will  be  prepared  for  each  of  these  infrastructure  systems.  Similar 
discussions  are  being  held  on  requirements  for  the  power  infrastructure  on  the  Island  in  order  to  meet 
renewable  energy  and  sustainability  goals.  An  analysis  is  being  worked  on  to  determine  whether 
SFPUC  would  be  the  Island's  retail  service  provider  or  PG&E.  SFPUC  design  staff  from  the 
Wastewater  Enterprise  group  is  reviewing  a  preliminary  conceptual  approach  for  a  wastewater 
treatment  plant  on  the  Island. 

Vice  Chair  Gravanis  asked  what  type  of  coordination  there  is  with  storm  water  and  habitat  management 
efforts  and  whether  vegetated  swales  would  be  incorporated  into  the  Habitat  Plan.  Mr.  Martin  stated 
that  he  hopes  there  would  be  a  joint  effort  between  all  parties  working  on  these  plans,  but  indicated  that 
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PUC's  focus  on  the  storm  water  plan  is  for  Treasure  Island,  not  Yerba  Buena  Island.  Vice-Chair 
Gravanis  stated  that  the  opportunities  for  Low  Impact  Development  (LID)  facilities  are  there,  and 
explained  that  untreated  storm  water  continues  to  flow  into  the  bay  off  Yerba  Buena  Island,  and  in 
some  situations  there  is  erosion  created  from  some  of  the  discharge  pipes  that  go  down  into  Clipper 
Cove  that  destroys  large  parts  of  the  beach  when  runoff  comes  flushing  down  every  time  there  is  a 
major  rain.  Mr.  Martin  stated  that  he  hopes  that  the  upcoming  Constraints  and  Opportunities  Report 
would  include  those  recommendations  and  opportunities  for  integrating  storm  water  management  and 
habitat  creation.  Commissioner  Martin  recommended  that  efforts  to  mitigate  ongoing  problems  should 
be  made  sooner  than  later  and  should  be  petitioned  for. 

Ms.  Bonnie  Jones  clarified  that  currently  the  treatment  plant  uses  sodium  hypochlorite,  which  is  like 
strong  household  bleach,  and  explained  that  gaseous  chlorine  is  not  allowed  on  the  Bay  Bridge. 

Mr.  Tymoff  reported  that  a  presentation  would  be  scheduled  to  the  Commission  on  the  Habitat 
Management  Plan  in  June  or  July. 

6.  Urban  Environmental  Accord  Action  21:  Water:  Update  on  the  Sewer  System  Master  Plan. 

Sponsor:  Commissioner  Martin;  Speakers:  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  Representative 
and  Mr.  Alex  Lantsberg,  Co-Chair,  SF  Sustainable  Watersheds  Alliance  (SWAle).  (Explanatory 
Documents:  (Explanatory  Documents:  March  3,  2009  SWAle  Letter  to  SFPUC  (PDF), 

http://sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2009/SSMPIetter030309SWAIetoSFPUC.pdf:  SWAle  Seven 

Goals  of  Sewer  System  Master  Plan  (PDF) 

http://sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironmentymeetinqs/pc/supportinq/2009/SWAIeSevenGoalsSFSewaqeSystemMasterPlan2007-1-23.pdf; 

and  Seven  Goals  of  Sewer  System  Master  Plan  Summary  (PDF) 

http://sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvi  ronment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2009/SWAIesevenqoalssummarySewerSvstemMaste 
rPian.pdf)  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 

Ms.  Alex  Lantsberg,  Chair  of  SFPUC's  Citizen's  Advisory  Committee  (CAC)  and  Co-Chair  SF 
Sustainable  Watersheds  Alliance  reported  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  endorsed  SWAIe's 
goals  and  objectives  for  the  Sewer  System  Master  Plan.  In  February,  PUC  staff  released  a  draft 
summary  of  the  Draft  pre-Plan  prior  to  its  review  by  the  General  Manager  and  final  revision  by  staff, 
which  raised  concerns  for  CAC  members  as  well  as  independent  members  of  the  public.  The  CAC  is 
going  to  be  discussing  in  depth  on  Thursday  how  the  summary  that  was  released  conforms  to  the  goals 
and  objectives  of  SWAle.  In  the  meanwhile  SWAle  wrote  a  letter  (see  explanatory  document  above) 
raising  alarm  to  what  was  seen  as  significant  shortcuts  to  the  plan. 

Mr.  Lantsberg  explained  that  the  Draft  Plan  is  projected  to  be  released  and  reviewed  by  the  SFPUC 
Commission  in  May.  Problems  that  were  identified  include  1)  Low  Impact  Development  -SWAle  asked 
that  there  be  discreet  goals  for  implementation  as  well  as  performance  that  still  needs  to  be  done;  (2) 
there  are  no  reductions  of  combined  sewer  overflows — reduction  of  CSO's  and  pollutant  loading  to  the 
bay  and  ocean  were  major  concerns;  (3)  a  lack  of  parity  on  other  environmental  benefits  and 
improvements;  (4)  Cayuga  diversion  was  no  longer  being  considered.  Consideration  of  long  term 
acquisition  of  property  in  the  corridor  should  be  back  on  the  table  because  it  has  significant 
environmental  benefits;  and  (5)  concerns  about  the  rebuild  location  of  the  southeast  digesters  and 
operations  at  the  southeast  sewage  treatment  plant.  It  was  explained  that  comments  were  issued  by 
the  Technical  Advisory  Committee,  which  is  a  peer  review  panel  of  professors  who  are  advising  the 
PUC  on  the  mechanics,  technology,  and  the  overall  thrust  of  the  program.  Mr.  Lantsberg  stated  that 
now  is  the  time  for  bodies  and  citizens  to  weigh  in  and  push  things  in  the  right  direction. 

Mr.  Tyrone  Jue,  SFPUC,  thanked  Mr.  Lantsberg  for  his  and  the  CAC  efforts  and  many  hours  working 
on  this  Plan.  It  was  explained  that  a  lot  of  folks  are  focusing  on  the  Master  Plan  Summary  Document 
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which  was  presented  to  the  CAC  in  February.  That  document  is  a  much  larger  document  than  the 
capital  program — it  is  something  that  is  going  to  be  guiding  the  wastewater  system  efforts  in  San 
Francisco  well  past  the  15  years  that  have  been  identified  in  the  first  phase  capital  project.  These 
capital  projects  are  a  vision  of  being  more  sustainable  and  trying  to  achieve  the  vision  for  the 
Wastewater  Master  Plan,  which  is  the  integrated  urban  water  shed.  In  order  to  get  there,  there  are 
fundamental  improvements  that  need  to  be  made  to  the  system.  Some  of  those  projects  focus  on 
getting  it  up  to  par,  where  it  doesn't  have  to  be  repaired  on  a  daily  basis,  and  having  a  plant  that  can  be 
counted  on  in  the  possibility  of  an  earthquake.  The  portion  of  the  plan  which  has  not  been  delineated 
yet  is  to  make  a  viable  investment  in  the  type  of  programs  that  will  allow  more  sustainability. 

Mr.  Jue  reported  that  Ms.  Rosey  Jencks  is  working  on  a  Bayside  Basin  Report  to  evaluate  Low  Impact 
Design  projects  on  the  bayside.  The  fruition  of  that  report  is  only  now  being  seen — some  of  the 
tangible  benefits  have  now  been  quantified  as  well  as  the  benefits  it  would  have  on  the  sewer  system. 
In  order  to  put  that  plan  into,  action  data  and  analysis  is  necessary.  It  should  be  added  to  the  Master 
Plan  and  is  something  that  PUC  would  like  to  accomplish  also.  Resources  (70  million  dollars)  have 
been  committed  to  doing  projects  on  the  bayside.  This  is  the  first  phase  and  environmental  review  will 
have  to  be  done  for  these  projects,  so  it  will  take  time  to  get  the  projects  up  and  running.  A  vision  is 
shared  of  an  integrated  urban  watershed,  moving  to  a  greener  place  and  looking  at  renewable  energy 
possibilities  within  the  treatment  plant,  looking  at  food  waste  digestion,  reusing  more  of  methane 
digesters  for  natural  gas  creation.  Mr.  Jue  explained  that  the  Plan  is  moving  there  and  a  lot  of  steps 
have  been  taken  steps  in  the  last  couple  of  years  in  the  right  direction.  The  Master  Plan  is  a  30  year 
vision  of  what  should  be  done,  and  the  steps  necessary  to  accomplish  the  vision. 

Mr.  Jue  explained  that  the  LID  work  on  the  bayside  would  help  with  CSO  reduction,  and  Ms.  Jencks 
has  quantified  what  she  thinks  the  storm  water  diversion  to  the  sewer  system  could  be  during  a  rain 
storm  and  some  of  these  projects  are  being  done.  Those  are  some  of  the  things  that  will  be  looked  at  to 
achieve  CSO  reductions  in  addition  to  a  project  at  the  Southeast  Plant  to  repair  the  outfall.  Mr.  Jue 
discussed  plans  for  the  southeast  plant,  alternatives  being  considered,  e.g.,  moving  the  plant,  keeping  it 
there,  maintaining  it  as  a  wet  weather  facility,  and  what  was  realized  was  that  the  liquid  portion  of  the 
plant  was  recently  updated  in  1980  versus  the  solid  portion  dating  back  to  1940's  and  1950's.  A 
decision  was  made  to  hold  off  on  what  to  do  about  the  liquid  portion  of  the  southeast  plant  and  to 
upgrade  the  solid  portion  which  was  in  desperate  need  of  repair.  In  the  meantime,  programs  to  address 
issues  such  as  odor  and  visual  issues  caused  by  the  southeast  plant's  location  directly  adjacent  to 
neighbors  and  businesses  would  be  implemented.  Ms.  Jones  described  several  of  the  programs  being 
considered  to  achieve  this  effort. 

Mr.  Lantsberg  stated  that  on  the  western  edge  of  the  sewage  treatment  facility  are  the  Caltrans  tracks 
which  are  going  to  be  widened  for  high  speed  rail,  and  privately  held  property  is  on  the  other  side.  It 
was  explained  that  no  one  at  the  PUC  had  thought  about  the  expansion  of  these  tracks.  Mr.  Lantsberg 
indicated  that  he  had  contacted  the  California  High  Speed  Rail  Authority  and  talked  to  a  project 
manager  of  the  San  Jose  to  San  Francisco  segment  who  also  did  not  think  about  the  interface  of  the 
two  projects.  He  did  mention  that  the  High  Speed  Rail  Authority  was  looking  at  property  at  Bayview 
Hunters  Point  near  the  track  right  of  way  (between  10  to  15  acres)  for  a  maintenance  facility  for  the 
trains.  The  same  land  that  PUC  was  looking  at,  the  PUC  backlands  and  other  rights  of  way  were  also 
being  looked  at  by  the  California  High  Speed  Rail  Authority.  Mr.  Lantsberg  encouraged  them  to  contact 
the  Assistant  General  Manager  of  the  Wastewater  Enterprise  to  interface  and  discuss  ideas.  Mr. 
Lantsberg  stated  that  from  a  land  use  perspective,  that  the  Bayview  Hunters  Point  community  would 
benefit  if  the  obnoxious  infrastructure  were  to  be  removed  and  design  changes  would  be  done  to  help 
integrate  the  western  portion  back  into  the  fabric  of  the  rest  of  the  city. 
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Mr.  Jue  reported  that  next  steps  would  be  to  bring  the  Master  Plan  to  the  PUC  Commission  in  late  May 
or  early  June  in  order  to  allow  for  enough  time  to  resolve  issues  before  it  is  brought  to  the  Commission. 
Mr.  Lantsberg  stated  that  he  hopes  that  a  presentation  would  be  given  to  the  CAC  in  May  before  it  is 
presented  to  the  PUC  Commission. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  asked  for  suggestions  on  how  the  Commission  and  the  Department  can  help  to 
guide  this  effort  in  the  right  direction.  It  was  explained  that  the  full  Commission  meets  every  other 
month  so  the  preferred  action  would  be  to  bring  all  recommendations  to  the  Committee  first  and  then  to 
the  full  Commission.  Mr.  Jue  stated  that  a  presentation  would  be  made  to  the  Commission  on  the 
Environment's  Policy  Committee  after  it  is  presented  to  the  PUC  Commission,  potentially  in  June,  and 
copies  of  the  report  would  be  provided  to  the  Committee  for  review.  Mr.  Lantsberg  and  SWAle  were 
invited  to  attend  the  meeting  to  provide  feedback. 

7.  Announcements.  (Discussion)  There  were  no  announcements  made  at  this  time. 

8.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion)  Chair  Wald  reported  that  the  next  agenda  would 
tentatively  include  an  update  on  the  Hunters  Point  Shipyard  Candlestick  Point  Plan.  Additional  ideas 
presented  for  future  agenda  items  include  (1)  an  update  on  the  citywide  Bike  plan;  (2)  campaign  to  end 
junk  mail  (Mr.  Westlund,  Department  of  the  Environment  Program  Outreach  Manager  reported  on 
Supervisor  Mirkarimi's  Resolution  for  a  Do  Not  Mail  List);  (3)  update  on  pharmaceutical  disposal;  (4)  AB 
32  discussion;  (5)  framework  or  guiding  documents  to  guide  the  Department's  and  Commission's  work 
efforts  in  addition  to  the  Urban  Environmental  Accords;  (6)  status  of  the  City's  Sustainability  Plan  and 
effort  to  update;  (7)  mechanism  for  guiding  Policy  Committee  agenda  items.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis 
recommended  review  of  the  Commission's  Bylaws  as  a  guiding  document.  (8)  Outreach  for  public 
participation  at  meetings;  (9)  San  Francisco  Giants  Celebratory  Balloons  Releases.  Mr.  Westlund 
reported  that  he  would  review  the  Resolution  previously  approved  by  the  Commission  on  this  issue; 
(10)  Event  searchlights  and  light  pollution;  and  (1 1 )  educational  presentation  on  energy  and  fuel  use  as 
it  pertains  to  outdoor  heat  lamps  in  public  spaces  such  as  restaurants. 

9.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

10.  Adjournment.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  adjourned  at  7:34  p.m. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission's  office,  11  Grove  Street,  San 
Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website 
http://sfgov.org/site/sfenvironment  meetinq.asp?id=61 005.  (3)  by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda 
item  above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  (5) 
via  e-mail  at  Monica. Fish(5)sfqov.orq. 


*Approved: 
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ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 
Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Committee  takes  action  on  any  item. 


1 .  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  April  13,  2009  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting.  (Explanatory 
Document:  April  13,  2009  Draft  Minutes  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  page.asp?id=i 03285)  (Discussion 
and  Action) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

4.  Pharmaceutical  Waste  -  Update  on  Local,  State  and  Federal  Efforts  around  Collection  and 
Legislation.  Speaker:  Marjaneh  Zarrehparvar,  Toxics  Reduction  Coordinator,  Department  of  the 
Environment  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 

5.  Discussion  of  Ways  to  Increase  Public  Involvement  in  Commission  Meetings.  Speaker:  Mark 
Westlund,  Public  Outreach  Program  Manager,  Department  of  the  Environment  (Discussion) 

6.  Outreach  Campaign  for  Toxics  Reduction  and  Zero  Waste  Programs.  Speaker:  Mark  Westlund, 
Public  Outreach  Program  Manager,  Department  of  the  Environment  (Informational  Report  and 
Discussion) 

7.  Announcements.  (Discussion) 

8.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion) 

9.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

10.  Adjournment. 


Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission's  office,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between 
the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  meeting.asp?id=61 005,  (3) 
by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item  above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355- 
3709,  or  (5)  via  e-mail  at  Monica.Fish(5)sfgov.org  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting.  If  any  materials  related  to  an  item  on  this 
agenda  have  been  distributed  to  the  Commission  Policy  Committee  after  distribution  of  the  agenda  packet,  those  materials  are 
available  for  public  inspection  at  the  Department  of  the  Environment,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  during  normal  office 
hours  or  will  be  made  available  at  the  meeting  website  link  Policy  Committee's  website 

http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  meeting, asp?id=61 005  as  links  to  the  agenda  or  meeting  minutes  (by  item). 

Public  Comment 

At  this  time,  members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  items  of  interest  that  are  within  the  subject  matter  jurisdiction  of  the 
Committee  but  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  Public  comment  will  be  taken  following  each  agendized  item.  Each  member  of  the  public 
may  address  the  Committee  for  up  to  three  minutes,  unless  otherwise  announced  by  the  Chair.  If  it  is  demonstrated  that  the  comments 
by  the  public  will  exceed  1 5  minutes,  the  Chair  may  continue  Public  Comment  to  another  time  during  the  meeting. 


The  Brown  Act  forbids  the  Committee  from  taking  action  or  discussing  any  item  or  issue  not  appearing  on  the  posted  agenda.  This  rule 
applies  to  issues  raised  in  public  comment  as  well.  In  response  to  public  comment,  not  on  an  agendized  item,  the  Committee  is  limited 
to: 

1.  Briefly  responding  to  statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  the  public,  or 

2.  Request  staff  to  report  back  on  a  matter  at  a  subsequent  meeting,  or 

3.  Directing  staff  to  place  the  item  or  issue  on  a  future  agenda  (Government  Code  Section  54954.2(a).) 

Disability  Access 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  Meeting  will  be  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  421,  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  Sa 
Francisco,  CA  94102,  in  the  Civic  Center  area.  The  meeting  room  is  wheelchair  accessible.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station  is  the 
Civic  Center  Station  at  United  Nations  Plaza  and  Market  Street.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location  are:  #71  Haight/Noriega  and 
the  F  Line  to  Market  and  Van  Ness  and  the  Metro  Stations  at  Van  Ness  and  Market  and  at  Civic  Center.  For  information  about  MUNI 
accessible  services  call  (415)  923-6142.  There  is  accessible  curbside  parking  adjacent  to  City  Hall  on  Grove  Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenue 
and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Veterans  Building  at  401  Van  Ness  Avenue  adjacent  to  Davies  Hall  and  the  War  Memorial  Complex. 

The  following  services  are  available  on  request  48  hours  prior  to  the  meeting;  except  for  Monday  meetings,  for  which  the  deadline  shall  be 
4:00  p.m.  of  the  last  business  day  of  the  preceding  week:  For  American  sign  language  interpreters  or  the  use  of  a  reader  during  a  meeting 
a  sound  enhancement  system,  and/or  alternative  formats  of  the  agenda  and  minutes,  please  contact  Monica  Fish  at  (415)  355-3709  to 
make  arrangements  for  the  accommodation.  Late  requests  will  be  honored,  if  possible. 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple  chemical  sensitivity 
or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be  sensitive  to  various  chemical  based 
products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  Individuals  with  chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities  should  call 
the  Mayor's  Office  on  Disability  at  (41 5)  554-6789  or  (41 5)  554-6799  (TTY)  for  further  information. 

Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code) 

Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards,  councils,  and  other 
agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are  conducted 
before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's  review.  For  more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine 
Ordinance  or  to  report  a  violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  Frank  Darby,  Jr.,  Sunshine  Task  Force 
Administrator,  City  Hall,  Room  409,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  at  Phone  No.:  (415)  554-7724; 
Fax  No.:  (415)  554-7854;  E-mail:  sotf(a)sfgov.orq.  Copies  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the  Clerk  of  the  Sunshine 
Task  Force,  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library  and  on  the  City's  website  at  www.sfqov.org. 

Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements 

Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  administrative  action  may  be  required  by  the  San 
Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF  Campaign  &  Governmental  Conduct  Code  §2.100,  et.  seq]  to  register  and  report  lobbying  activity. 
For  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact  the  Ethics  Commission  at:  25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Second  Floor,  San 
Francisco,  CA  94102;  telephone  (415)  252-3100,  fax  (415)  252-3112;  web  site  atwww.sfgov.org/ethics. 

Important  Information 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this  meeting.  Please  be 
advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone, 
pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

NOTE:  Persons  unable  to  attend  the  meeting  may  submit  to  the  Committee,  by  the  time  the  proceedings  begin,  written  comments 
regarding  the  agenda  items  above.  These  comments  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  official  public  record  and  shall  be  brought  to  the 
attention  of  the  Committee  members.  Any  written  comments  should  be  sent  to:  Commission  Secretary  of  the  Environment,  1 1  Grove 
Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  by  5:00  p.m.  on  the  day  prior  to  the  hearing.  Comments  which  cannot  be  delivered  to  the  Commission 
Secretary  by  that  time,  may  be  taken  directly  to  the  hearing  at  the  location  above.  When  bringing  handouts  to  meetings,  please 
photocopy  on  both  sides  of  the  paper  and  try  to  use  post-consumer  recycled  or  tree-free  paper.  Also,  please  bring  sufficient  copies  of 
handouts  for  the  Committee,  the  Commission  Secretary  and  the  public. 
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1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  City  Hall,  Room  421 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Jane 
MarieFrancis  Martin 


1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  Meeting 
convened  at  5:02  p.m.  Present:  Committee  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  Commissioner  Martin;  Excused 
Committee  Chair  Wald. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  April  13,  2009  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting.  (Discussion  and 
Action)  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Martin  and  second  by  Vice-Chair  Gravanis,  the  April  13,  2009 
Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  without  objection  (Absent:  Commissioner  Wald)  (Explanatory 
Document:  April  13,  2009  Approved  Minutes  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  page.asp?id=1 03285) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

4.  Pharmaceutical  Waste  -  Update  on  Local,  State  and  Federal  Efforts  around  Collection  and 
Legislation.  Speaker:  Marjaneh  Zarrehparvar,  Toxics  Reduction  Coordinator,  Department  of  the 
Environment  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 

Ms.  Zarrehparvar  reported  that  she  works  on  the  residential  sector  of  the  Department's  Toxic  Reduction 
program  and  oversees  the  household  hazardous  waste  facility  located  on  Tunnel  Road.  A  discussion 
was  held  on  the  history  of  pharmaceutical  collection  as  to  how  we  got  to  where  we  are  today,  barriers  to 
collection,  and  efforts  underway  at  the  local,  state  and  federal  level  to  overcome  these  barriers.  It  was 
explained  that  pharmaceuticals  are  the  most  complicated  waste  stream  that  we  have  had  to  deal  with 
because  they  are  regulated  at  many  different  levels  with  many  stakeholders  and  partners.  A  collection 
program  just  can't  be  started  without  following  or  a  change  in  regulations,  and  the  medicines  can't  be 
recycled,  can't  go  down  the  drain,  and  shouldn't  go  in  the  trash.  The  only  disposable  method  available 
at  this  time  so  it  does  not  end  up  in  the  waste  stream  is  to  ship  it  across  the  country  (Texas)  for 
incineration.  Ms.  Zarrehparvar  explained  that  there  is  not  a  local  facility  or  one  in  California  that 
provides  this  service  because  of  regulations  that  have  to  be  followed  in  handling  controlled  substances 
and  funding  required  for  setting  up  such  a  facility. 

Ms.  Zarrehparvar  explained  that  the  advice  for  many  years  was  to  flush  the  pharmaceuticals  down  the 
drain  as  a  poison  control  measure  so  that  children  and  animals  would  not  have  access.  However,  doing 
so  became  a  water  quality  pollution  problem.  In  approximately  2002,  the  United  States  Geological 
Survey  released  the  results  of  a  study  where  they  tested  water  bodies  across  the  country  for  a  few 
years  to  see  if  pharmaceuticals  and  other  products  were  prevalent.  The  study  showed  that 
pharmaceuticals  and  other  products  were  prevalent  in  about  80%  of  the  water  bodies  that  were  tested, 
which  means  that  sewage  treatment  plants  were  not  set  up  to  extract  the  substance  out  of  the  waste 
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water.  It  was  explained  that  the  cost  of  changing  infrastructure  all  around  the  country  is  not  feasible. 
The  advice  from  any  agency  that  had  anything  to  do  with  water  was  to  put  the  medicines  in  the  trash, 
so  a  water  quality  pollution  problem  became  a  solid  waste  solution.  As  quickly  as  the  solid  waste 
solution  was  thought  of,  the  solid  waste  folks,  e.g.,  the  garbage  haulers,  landfill  owners,  said  it  can't  be 
in  the  trash,  bring  it  to  your  household  hazardous  waste  facility.  Their  assumption  was  that  it  would 
produce  a  toxic  material  that  would  still  end  up  in  the  waterways,  and  recommended  creating  a 
household  hazardous  waste  collection  program. 

Ms.  Zarrehparvar  stated  that  there  were  two  approaches  being  considered.  One  was  to  protect  the 
environment  and  try  to  set  up  a  collection  program,  and  the  other  was  to  do  something  temporarily  that 
would  require  funding  from  industry  since  government  did  not  create  the  problem  and  should  not  have 
to  fund  the  problem  through  taxpayer  money.  It  was  explained  that  many  facilities  that  don't  have 
collection  were  trying  to  research  ways  to  accomplish  this  task,  but  came  across  barriers. 

Barriers 

Rules  were  researched  on  what  was  allowable  and  many  barriers  to  doing  collection  were  discovered. 
The  four  important  barriers  to  setting  up  collection  programs  included  collection  of  controlled 
substances  in  hazardous  waste  facilities,  establishing  program  funding,  California  Pharmacy  Board 
regulations  and  pharmacy  collection,  and  establishing  a  retail  partnership  with  Walgreens. 

Funding — industry  funded  or  through  garbage  rates:  the  City  passed  an  Extended  Producer 
Responsibility  Ordinance  which  states  that  industry  should  be  responsible  for  the  waste  products  that 
they  are  receiving  revenue  from,  generating,  and  selling.  Acting  Director  Assmann  is  on  the  board  of 
the  California  Product  Stewardship  Council,  which  exists  to  make  producer  responsibility  happen. 
Pharmaceuticals  is  an  ideal  choice  for  extended  producer  responsibility  because  there  is  no 
infrastructure  in  place,  and  industry  won't  fall  back  on  existing  programs  as  they  do  with  existing 
infrastructure.  Efforts  were  being  made  for  both  retailers  and  manufacturers  to  take  a  role  in  managing 
pharmaceuticals  and  providing  funding.  The  result  was  there  was  no  political  will  because  the 
pharmaceutical  lobby  is  huge  and  very  powerful  and  ended  up  starting  pilots  to  gather  data  to  analyze 
in  a  few  years,  with  no  mention  of  funding.  It  was  explained  that  there  is  already  existing  data  as 
collections  have  been  done  for  years. 

Assembly  Bill  283,  which  is  a  producer  responsibility  bill  for  solid  waste  was  discussed  as  a  potential 
solution.  Acting  Director  Assmann  explained  that  the  bill  passed  the  Natural  Resources  Committee,  is 
in  appropriations  and  put  on  suspense  because  there  are  questions  about  fiscal  impact.  If  those 
questions  get  resolved,  it  will  go  to  the  full  Assembly  and  information  should  be  available  in  a  couple  of 
weeks.  Ms.  Zarrehparvar  stated  that  there  is  a  lot  of  support  for  this  bill  and  explained  that  the  same 
companies  that  are  in  opposition  in  California  and  across  the  country  are  funding  the  same  type  of 
programs  in  Canada  because  it  is  required.  If  this  bill  passes,  it  is  believed  that  pharmaceuticals  would 
be  on  top  of  the  list  because  there  is  no  infrastructure  in  place  now,  there  is  such  a  huge  demand  for  it, 
and  it  causes  a  water-quality  problem.  If  that  doesn't  become  available,  then  refuse  rate  funding  could 
be  considered  to  create  a  small  collection  program;  however,  it  may  not  be  possible  because  of  existing 
barriers  to  collection  of  controlled  substances. 

Controlled  substances  and  hazardous  waste  facilities — Unlike  other  products  that  have  many 
products  in  a  group  (batteries,  paint)  and  the  same  thing  can  be  done  with  all  of  them,  pharmaceuticals 
are  different.  They  are  broken  down  into  different  categories,  and  every  category  has  a  different  kind  of 
regulation.  The  biggest  barrier  is  controlled  substances  that  have  street  value  and  are  regulated  by  the 
Drug  Enforcement  Agency  at  the  federal  level.  Nobody  can  be  involved  unless  someone  who  is 
registered  with  Drug  Enforcement  Agency  (law  enforcement)  can  collect  controlled  substances.  If  a 
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guarantee  can  be  made  at  the  hazardous  waste  facility  that  controlled  substances  would  not  be 
collected,  there  could  be  a  program  set  up,  but  the  list  of  controlled  substances  is  very  long  and 
facilities  do  not  employ  pharmacists  to  identify  what  is  and  isn't  a  controlled  substance.  Because  of 
controlled  substances,  which  make  up  only  3%  of  the  drugs,  the  program  has  to  be  stopped  because 
the  garbage  company  is  concerned  with  liability.  It  was  explained  that  the  police  handle  disposal  by 
bringing  the  controlled  substances  to  an  incinerator  and  doing  witness  burn.  Commissioner  Martin 
inquired  whether  it  could  be  burned  at  home.  Ms.  Zarrehparvar  indicated  that  a  public  education 
program  is  not  available,  does  not  know  of  a  rule  against  doing  so,  but  would  be  concerned  about  the 
emissions  caused.  Acting  Director  Assmann  and  Mr.  Westlund,  Program  Outreach  Manager,  stated 
that  there  are  restrictions  on  what  can  and  can't  be  burned  in  your  home.  Vice  Chair  Gravanis  inquired 
whether  burning  particular  substances  would  be  bad  for  the  environment  and  produce  emissions  and 
suggested  that  it  may  be  necessary  to  change  or  create  protective  laws. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  how  hospitals  manage  their  pharmaceuticals.  Ms.  Zarrehparvar  reported 
that  some  pharmacies  and  hospitals  do  reverse  distribution.  The  medicines  that  they  haven't 
dispensed  can  be  sent  back  to  a  reverse  distributor  and  a  refund  is  issued  from  the  manufacturer. 
Anyone  else  cannot  do  collection  and  send  it  to  reverse  distributors  without  law  enforcement  getting 
involved  in  the  process.  Commissioner  Martin  suggested  creating  a  collection  site  in  San  Francisco. 
Ms.  Zarrehparvar  reported  that  there  is  one  in  the  Bay  Area,  but  not  in  San  Francisco  because  of  the 
cost  involved  for  law  enforcement,  high  surveillance,  a  caged  facility,  etc.  It  was  explained  that  this 
barrier  will  hopefully  be  addressed  by  the  Drug  Enforcement  Agency  who  is  now  seeing  this  issue  from 
an  environmental  perspective  and  is  now  doing  large-scale  information  gathering  with  all  stakeholders 
on  finding  collection  methods. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  whether  the  police  can  be  a  direct  receiver  of  pharmaceuticals.  Ms. 
Zarrehparvar  explained  that  the  Police  Department  is  not  willing  to  do  this  in  San  Francisco  because  of 
other  priorities.  Vice  Chair  Gravanis  recommended  that  a  requirement  be  established  through  Board  of 
Supervisors  legislation.  Ms.  Zarrehparvar  discussed  Supervisor  Chiu's  proposed  local  ordinance  that  is 
on  hold  because  the  Mayor's  Office  has  concerns  about  how  it  would  be  handled  through  the  Police 
Department.  Commissioner  Gravanis  suggested  that  better  oversight  could  be  addressed  in  legislation 
and  stated  that  there  has  to  be  a  way  that  police  could  receive  the  controlled  substances  and 
immediately  make  them  un-consumable.  Commissioner  Martin  recommended  a  night  deposit  box 
located  at  the  Police  Department.  Ms.  Zarrehparvar  reported  that  programs  do  exist  in  other  places 
such  as  the  one  in  San  Mateo,  but  law  enforcement  has  to  be  the  one  to  remove  the  substance. 

California  Pharmacy  Board  regulations  and  pharmacy  collection.  Ms.  Zarreparvar  explained  that 
pharmacists  would  not  have  this  problem  because  they  can  identify  the  substance  they  can  accept  by 
looking  at  the  container,  but  California  has  strict  rules  about  what  pharmacies  can  do.  Pharmacies  are 
also  strictly  regulated  and  their  regulations  do  not  state  that  they  can  collect  pharmaceuticals  from  the 
public.  The  California  Pharmacy  Board  has  interpreted  that  they  cannot  collect  pharmaceuticals.  But 
after  many  years  of  being  involved  with  this  issue,  they  also  want  to  help  find  a  solution.  There  is  a  bill 
going  to  the  legislature  that  will  allow  collection  to  occur  at  pharmacies.  However,  even  if  it  passes,  it 
does  not  mean  that  they  will  do  collection  because  participation  would  be  voluntary.  The  bill  also  does 
not  discuss  funding,  but  at  least  discussions  can  be  held  around  how  it  would  be  done. 

Retail  partnership  -  Walgreens.  Ms.  Zarrehparvar  explained  that  Walgreens  has  partnered  with  the 
Department  on  many  programs  and  meetings  were  held  with  the  Department  on  various  solutions; 
however  Walgreens  will  not  respond  to  this  discussion  because  they  are  upset  with  Department 
programs,  e.g.  plastic  bag  ordinance,  cigarette  ban.  Commissioner  Martin  recommended  approaching 
other  chains  such  as  Rite-Aid.  Ms.  Zarrehparvar  explained  that  Rite-Aid  was  purchased  by  Walgreens. 
It  was  reported  that  the  Mayor's  Office  is  working  with  hospitals  to  request  participation  by  Walgreens, 
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which  may  be  feasible  as  hospitals  would  like  to  have  a  green  initiative.  The  funding  would  then  be 
decided  upon  by  hospitals  and  Walgreens.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  Walgreens  would  be  more 
inclined  to  participate  if  a  positive  side  to  their  involvement  could  be  identified.  Ms.  Zarrehparvar  stated 
that  it  would  bring  people  into  the  store  that  would  be  inclined  to  make  purchases. 

Ms.  Zarrehparvar  reported  that  if  industry  were  willing  to  fund  programs,  pharmacy  collection  and 
incineration  would  be  implemented.  It  was  explained  that  another  barrier  is  who  is  allowed  to  transport 
the  medicine.  Right  now  there  is  resistance  to  anyone  being  able  to  transport  it.  The  medical  waste 
community  wants  only  hazardous  or  medical  waste  haulers  to  transport  it  which  increases  the  cost  of 
hauling. 

Ms.  Zarrehparvar  stated  that  the  barriers  are  being  worked  on  now,  but  it  is  a  slow  process.  There  are 
two  options  right  now  for  medicine  disposal  in  San  Francisco,  one  is  Pharmaca  located  in  Cole  Valley 
who  is  accepting  medicines  and  funding  the  collection  themselves.  The  second  option  is  a  pilot 
program  that  is  being  worked  on  through  refuse  rate  funding  to  implement  a  pre-paid  mailing  program 
to  send  medicines  for  incineration  in  Texas.  The  Drug  Enforcement  Agency  has  allowed  the  U.S.  Postal 
Service  to  take  unmarked  envelopes  through  the  mail.  The  rules  state  that  it  has  to  be  under  a  certain 
volume.  Ms.  Zarrehparvar  reported  that  1000  mailers  were  purchased  and  an  effort  is  being  made  to 
reduce  cost  by  having  people  pour  the  medicines  out  of  their  original  containers  into  the  envelope.  The 
facility  that  does  the  incineration  will  issue  a  report  on  how  many  they  got  back,  what  the  weight  was, 
and  determine  what  percentage  of  response  was  received.  Commissioner  Martin  inquired  whether 
people  could  use  their  own  mailer  and  send  it  to  the  same  address.  Ms.  Zarrehparvar  reported  that 
they  could  but  it  wouldn't  be  prepaid  and  would  not  include  all  the  rules  and  guidelines  of  how  it  should 
be  sealed  and  handled.  Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that  if  mailers  were  shipped  randomly,  there 
would  not  be  a  tracking  mechanism. 

Vice  Chair  Gravanis  recommended  ensuring  that  the  envelope  is  not  made  of  a  material  that  would 
complicate  the  air  pollution  problem,  such  as  plastic  bubble  wrap.  Ms.  Zarrehparvar  stated  that  people 
are  being  asked  to  take  it  out  of  the  container  and  recycle  the  container.  It  was  explained  that  the 
process  is  regulated  by  air  agencies  in  the  state  and  is  legal.  Ms.  Zarrehparvar  reported  that  source 
reduction  was  considered  but  not  feasible  or  difficult  to  do.  Vice  Chair  Gravanis  recommended 
reexamining  the  validity  of  expiration  dates  and  establishing  a  public  education  program  about  what  it 
means.  Ms.  Zarrehparvar  reported  that  agencies  are  working  on  that  process  and  suggested  that  less 
should  be  prescribed.  It  was  explained  that  there  are  limited  reuse  opportunities  because  of  the  risks  of 
giving  medicine  from  one  person  to  another,  but  whenever  possible,  reuse  programs  should  be 
considered.  Vice  Chair  Gravanis  recommended  influencing  the  reuse  of  non-prescription  medication. 
Ms.  Zarrehparvar  stated  that  this  can  be  done  on  an  individual  basis. 

Vice  Chair  Gravanis  requested  the  address  of  the  incinerator  and  asked  whether  a  person  can  find 
online  what  all  of  the  restrictions  are.  Ms.  Zarrehparvar  reported  that  it  is  not  public  information  because 
it  is  a  pilot  program  with  a  private  incinerator.  Commissioner  Martin  recommended  that  the  incinerator 
be  asked  if  they  would  be  willing  to  independently  start  a  program  for  the  public.  It  was  also 
recommended  that  the  envelope  should  be  something  other  than  plastic  bubble  wrap  in  order  to  reduce 
possible  emissions.  Ms.  Zarrehparvar  reported  that  the  envelope  has  to  be  leak  proof.  Vice  Chair 
Gravanis  recommended  using  a  bubble-wrap  envelope  for  liquids,  if  necessary,  and  another  without 
bubble  wrap  for  non-liquids. 

Commissioner  Martin  recommended  working  on  a  program  with  the  new  Police  Chief  when  he/she  is 
hired.  Ms.  Zarrehparvar  reported  that  the  Mayor's  Office  would  be  a  better  conduit  on  this  effort.  Vice 
Chair  Gravanis  recommended  that  the  public  making  the  deposit  of  medicines  pulverize  the  pills  and 
mix  them  up  first  so  they  would  not  have  a  street  value  that  would  lead  to  temptation.  Commissioner 
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Martin  asked  if  the  public  could  take  back  their  pharmaceuticals  to  a  city  facility,  such  as  General 
Hospital  who  is  connected  with  the  Drug  Enforcement  Agency.  Ms.  Zarrehparvar  stated  that  they 
cannot  take  controlled  substances  back. 

Ms.  Zarrehparvar  explained  that  a  program  has  to  include  all  or  nothing  because  you  can't  tell  the 
public  to  differentiate.  Commissioner  Martin  recommended  creating  a  list  of  controlled  substances,  and 
the  public  should  know  if  they  have  it  or  that  a  labeling  mechanism  be  created.  Ms.  Zarrehparvar 
stated  that  the  current  solution  is  to  send  it  to  Pharmaca  or  call  the  household  hazardous  waste 
program  or  the  garbage  company  who  will  send  you  to  the  hazardous  waste  program  who  will  have  a 
list  of  options  and  will  refer  the  caller  to  the  mailer  option.  Candidates  for  mailers  would  be  the  elderly 
or  disabled. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  putting  the  pharmaceuticals  in  concrete  is  an  option.  Ms.  Zarrehparvar 
reported  that  there  are  waste  products  that  do  go  in  concrete  and  could  be  an  option  to  consider. 
Commissioner  Martin  inquired  why  other  countries  are  able  to  implement  a  program  and  it  can't  be 
applied  here.  Ms.  Zarrehparvar  stated  that  the  issue  is  with  the  Drug  Enforcement  Agency  in  this 
jurisdiction  and  funding,  as  the  programs  that  exist  are  funded  by  industry.  Commissioner  Martin 
inquired  whether  there  are  products  banned  because  they  are  more  hazardous  to  the  waste  stream. 
Ms.  Zarrehparvar  reported  that  there  are  products  that  have  been  banned  in  commerce  because  of 
their  toxicity.  Ms.  Julia  Au,  Intern,  Department  of  the  Environment,  reported  on  Europe's  efforts  to 
study  toxicity,  and  stated  that  studies  will  take  a  long  time  because  it  is  important  to  do  them  on  more 
than  one  drug  that  is  found  in  the  water. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  what  the  Department  is  doing  to  address  pharmaceuticals  that  are  going 
through  our  water  treatment  plant.  Ms.  Zarrehparvar  reported  that  the  Public  Utilities  Commission 
(PUC)  oversees  water  quality  and  indicated  that  there  is  no  prohibition  for  putting  pharmaceuticals  in 
the  waste  stream — there  is  no  ban.  Commissioner  Martin  recommended  helping  the  PUC  in 
recognizing  that  there  is  a  significant  problem  that  exists  that  is  not  being  addressed.  Acting  Director 
Assmann  reported  that  pharmaceuticals  were  found  in  virtually  every  river  and  stream  that  had  been 
tested.  Ms.  Zarrehparvar  reported  that  it  would  require  a  change  in  infrastructure.  Commissioner 
Martin  asked  that  the  Policy  Committee  hold  a  discussion  with  the  PUC  on  where  they  are  on  the 
problem  with  the  pharmaceuticals  that  are  passing  through  our  body  and  going  out  in  the  waste  stream. 
Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  in  order  to  know  how  to  address  the  problem,  the  next  step  should  be 
to  do  a  specific  study  on  our  waterway. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  asked  that  the  Commission  be  updated  on  bills  as  they  go  through  and  anything 
the  Commission  can  do  on  a  state  or  local  level,  such  as  support  Supervisor  Chiu's  legislation.  Ms. 
Zarrehparvar  indicated  that  any  breakthroughs  would  be  brought  back  to  the  Commission  for 
discussion,  especially  if  funding  is  received  through  the  Extended  Producer  Responsibility  legislation. 

5.  Discussion  of  Ways  to  Increase  Public  Involvement  in  Commission  Meetings.  Speaker:  Mark 
Westlund,  Public  Outreach  Program  Manager,  Department  of  the  Environment  (Discussion) 

Mr.  Westlund  stated  that  the  most  critical  component  of  increasing  public  involvement  in  Commission 
meetings  would  be  to  select  issues  that  the  public  may  want  to  engage  in.  Several  issues  that  brought 
about  a  considerable  amount  of  participation  included  the  plastic  bag  ban,  precautionary  principle,  feral 
cats,  etc.  It  was  explained  that  the  public  is  more  likely  to  participate  in  action  items  as  opposed  to 
presentations.  Commissioner  Martin  recommended  that  there  be  a  focus  on  selecting  agenda  items 
that  would  be  relevant  to  environmental  organizations  and  or  the  public  and  to  make  sure  that  those 
people  are  aware  that  the  issue  is  being  discussed  through  outreach.  Acting  Director  Assmann 
recommended  soliciting  feedback  from  environmental  organizations  to  find  out  what  they  are  interested 
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in  and  then  bring  the  issues  forward.  Many  issues  that  are  of  interest  to  large  non-profits  would  be  of 
interest  to  other  people. 

Commissioner  Martin  recommended  agenda  setting  in  advance  for  a  half  to  full  year  to  assist  in  the 
outreach  component.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  reported  that  some  Commissions  actually  add  future 
agenda  items  to  their  agendas.  It  was  suggested  that  environmental  organizations  and  the  public  could 
be  invited  to  provide  input  into  agenda  setting.  Acting  Director  Assmann  recommended  creating  a  short 
written  questionnaire  to  send  to  the  ten  largest  environmental  groups  in  San  Francisco  asking  what 
they  feel  are  the  four  most  important  issues  that  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  should  consider. 
Commissioner  Gravanis  recommended  adding  information  as  to  the  Commission's  purview, 
constraints,  and  opportunities  so  that  the  group  may  know  what  is  available  to  them  to  advance  their 
particular  issue  or  goal.  Commissioner  Martin  recommended  adding  examples  of  what  the  Commission 
has  been  involved  with.  Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  that  the  Commission  could  assist  in  bringing 
issues  forward  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  for  those  groups  that  are  not  able  to  do  it  directly.  Acting 
Director  Assmann  recommended  including  case  studies  of  what  the  Commission  has  done  that  has  had 
an  impact,  explain  how  the  Commission  operates,  ask  what  type  of  issues  they  would  be  interested  in, 
and  explain  how  they  could  benefit  from  the  process. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  requested  that  the  Commission's  website  link  appear  on  the  front  page  of  the 
Department's  website  because  where  it  is  now  (in  the  Policy  heading)  is  not  intuitive.  Mr.  Westlund 
reported  that  the  website  is  being  redone  and  these  changes  would  be  made.  Commissioner  Martin 
recommended  adding  a  site  map  view  of  the  website.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  some  issues 
don't  draw  a  large  crowd,  but  there  should  be  more  people  attending  meetings.  Commissioner  Martin 
stated  that  the  goal  would  be  for  people  to  participate  and  propose  alternatives  and  asked  if  there  was 
another  way  for  the  public  to  provide  input  without  physically  attending  the  meeting,  barring 
broadcasting.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  some  Commissions  are  able  to  solicit  input  on  their 
own  website,  e.g.  the  agenda  provides  a  link  to  where  comments  can  be  submitted.  Ms.  Fish  explained 
that  each  agenda  states  that  people  who  cannot  attend  a  meeting  can  submit  their  comments  to  the 
Commission  Secretary.  It  was  asked  that  this  explanation  be  highlighted  on  the  agenda. 

Ms.  Fish  recommended  that  the  environmental  studies  departments  of  universities  be  contacted  to  see 
if  they  are  interested  in  receiving  agendas  so  that  students  can  attend  meetings.  Ms.  Fish  reported  that 
agendas  are  posted  at  the  library,  on  the  Department's  website,  in  front  of  the  meeting  room  where  the 
meeting  is  held,  and  emailed  to  a  subscriber  mailing  list  which  consists  of  approximately  100  people. 
Vice  Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  consideration  should  be  given  on  how  to  expand  the  agenda  mailing 
list.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  people  that  are  going  into  the  environmental  field  could  be 
attending  meetings  and  suggested  issuing  invitations  to  not  only  universities  but  to  high  schools  as  well. 
Vice-Chair  Gravanis  recommended  that  universities  post  an  agenda  on  their  bulletin  board  and  to 
include  an  agenda  reference  that  would  lead  people  to  send  an  email  to  the  Commission  Secretary  if 
they  would  like  to  be  placed  on  the  agenda  list. 

Vice  Chair  Gravanis  recommended  more  broadly  publicizing  the  website  so  that  agendas  can  be 
accessed  more  readily.  Commissioner  Martin  asked  that  the  Commission's  agenda  and  minutes 
website  link  be  immediately  added  to  the  main  page  of  the  Department's  website.  Ms.  Zarrehparvar 
discussed  the  possibility  of  a  facebook  page  that  would  list  upcoming  events.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis 
recommended  including  upcoming  meetings  and  topics  in  the  Department's  newsletter  that  has  a  large 
number  of  subscribers.  Commissioner  Martin  recommended  that  staff  draft  a  questionnaire  or  letter  for 
the  full  Commission's  review  and  include  a  list  of  organizations  to  send  it  to.  Mr.  Westlund  agreed  to 
prepare  a  draft  questionnaire  for  review  at  the  May  26  Commission  meeting. 
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6.  Outreach  Campaign  for  Toxics  Reduction  and  Zero  Waste  Programs.  Speaker:  Mark  Westlund, 
Public  Outreach  Program  Manager,  Department  of  the  Environment  (Informational  Report  and 
Discussion).  Mr.  Westlund  reported  on  the  press  conference  tomorrow,  May  12,  at  10:30  a.m.  to  be 
held  at  the  Norcal  Facility  at  500  Tunnel  Road  to  announce  the  new  recycling  rate.  Mr.  Westlund 
reported  that  there  would  be  a  recycling  campaign  in  about  a  month  in  conjunction  with  Norcal  called 
"Recycling  Changes  Everything."  The  campaign  would  target  people  that  could  be  participants  in 
recycling  programs  but  have  not  made  that  move  yet.  A  focus  will  be  on  outreach  to  add  composting 
programs  to  apartment  buildings  that  have  recycling,  but  not  composting.  A  component  of  that 
program  will  include  advertising  that  focuses  on  real  San  Franciscans.  People  would  be  asked  to  send 
in  their  recycling  stories  and  there  will  be  a  corresponding  website  where  people  can  add  their  stories 
(a  social  network  site).  Media  will  be  done  online  and  via  pizza  boxes  and  food  containers  that  will 
include  a  green  cart  message. 

Mr.  Westlund  discussed  the  Toxics  Reduction  program  called  "People  in  Transition"  that  would  focus  on 
people  that  are  moving,  graduating,  or  changing  their  life  in  some  way  and  would  have  the  most  need 
for  information  on  how  to  dispose  of  household  hazardous  waste.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  recommended 
making  it  as  easy  as  possible  for  seniors.  Ms.  Zarrehparvar  reported  that  there  was  a  a  green  home 
collection  program  in  the  San  Francisco  Sunset  District  and  the  volume  was  tremendous. 

7.  Announcements.  (Discussion)  Commissioner  Martin  reported  on  her  participation  and  the  success  of 
"Sunday  Streets."  Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  the  Department  promotes  the  event.  Acting  Director 
Assmann  reported  that  Department  staff  volunteers  at  the  event  and  promotes  it.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis 
reported  on  her  attendance  at  the  Earth  Day  event  at  Candlestick  Point  State  Recreation  Area  where 
the  Sierra  Club,  Literacy  for  Environmental  Justice,  and  other  groups  held  a  restoration  work  party  that 
included  weeding,  planting,  bird  walks,  and  a  barbecue.  Vice  Chair  Gravanis  and  Commissioner  Martin 
also  reported  on  their  attendance  at  the  Earth  Day  breakfast.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  discussed  her 
Channel  2  footage  of  the  Fiesta  flower  at  Yerba  Buena  Island  and  stated  that  she  had  hoped  to 
promote  participation  in  the  Yerba  Buena  Island  Habitat  Management  Plan,  but  the  footage  was  not 
included. 

8.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion)  A  discussion  was  held  about  selection  of  a 
software  program  to  use  for  the  Policy  Committee's  Future  Agenda  checklist.  Ms.  Fish  presented  an 
Access  version  that  she  had  created  and  a  discussion  was  held  on  the  attributes  of  this  program  versus 
other  programs  that  could  be  used  to  accomplish  this  effort,  e.g.,  Word,  Excel,  and  Google  Docs. 
Committee  members  were  asked  to  provide  their  suggestions  for  fields  to  include  in  the  checklist. 

Future  agenda  items  discussed  included  (1)  Hunters  Point  Shipyard  Candlestick  Point  Plan 
presentation  at  the  June  or  July  meeting  that  would  be  confirmed;  (2)  setting  future  agenda  topics  (JM); 
(3)  Urban  Accords  website  update  (RG);  (4)  citywide  Bike  Plan  (JM);  (5)  Recreation  and  Open  Space 
Element  (JM);  Green  Cities  Best  Practices  Website  after  completion  in  July  (full  Commission  meeting  in 
July)  (DA).  Vice  Chair  Gravanis  suggested  inviting  representatives  from  the  Bicycle  Advisory 
Committee  and  Bike  Coalition  to  attend  a  Bike  Plan  presentation.  Acting  Director  Assmann  reported 
that  the  Commission  at  the  May  26  meeting  would  be  hearing  a  presentation  on  ocean  projects 
applications  at  the  Farallones  refuge  that  were  rejected  because  regulations  were  changed  and  the 
Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission  is  no  longer  permitting.  It  was  also  announced  that 
Commissioner  Mok  would  be  returning  to  the  Commission. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  reported  that  she  met  with  Ms.  Rosenmoss,  Department  of  the  Environment 
Grants  Manager,  on  the  idea  of  securing  a  grant  to  hire  consultants  to  work  on  the  Wildlife  Plan,  but  the 
prospect  fell  through  because  of  the  current  state  of  the  economy.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  would  consult 
again  with  Ms.  Rosenmoss  on  leads  for  potential  funding  sources.  Acting  Director  Assmann  reported 
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that  the  Department  is  working  jointly  with  the  Planning  Department  to  update  the  Climate  Action  Plan. 
It  was  also  reported  that  a  meeting  was  held  with  the  Planning  Department  to  discuss  creating  a 
revised  scope  and  research  alternative  funding  for  the  Urban  Forest  Plan.  Vice  Chair  Gravanis  asked 
that  the  Committee  be  given  an  opportunity  to  provide  input  into  the  revised  scope  and  recommended 
that  there  be  focus  on  maintenance  of  street  trees  and  that  the  focus  be  expanded  once  funding  is 
available.  Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  that  the  Audubon  Society  is  in  the  process  of  collecting 
data  for  the  Lights  Out  project,  and  that  data  would  be  collected  in  conjunction  with  the  migration 
pattern  of  birds. 

9.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

10.  Adjournment.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  adjourned  at  7:30  p.m. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission's  office,  11  Grove  Street,  San 
Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website 
http://sfgov.org/site/sfenvironment  meetinq.asp?id=61 005,  (3)  by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda 
item  above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  (5) 
via  e-mail  at  Monica. Fish(a)sfqov.orq. 


Approved: 
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Monday,  June  8,  2009,  5:00  P.M. 
City  Hall,  Room  421 
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GOVERNMENT 
DOCUMENTS  DEPT 

JUN  -2  2009 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
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pOMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Jane 
[>/larieFrancis  Martin 

ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 
Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Committee  takes  action  on  any  item. 


1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  May  11,  2009  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting.  (Explanatory 
Document:  May  1 1 ,  2009  Draft  Minutes  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  paqe.asp?id=1 04871 ) 
Discussion  and  Action) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

4.  Citywide  Bike  Plan  Update.  Sponsor:  Commissioner  Jane  Martin;  Speaker:  Timothy.Papandreou, 
Assistant  Deputy  Director  of  Planning,  San  Francisco  Municipal  Transportation  Agency  (SFMTA) 
(Informational  Presentation  and  Discussion) 

5.  Recreation  and  Open  Space  Plan  Overview.  Sponsor:  Commissioner  Jane  Martin;  Speaker:  Claudia 
Flores,  Planner,  Planning  Department  (Explanatory  Documents:  Recreation  and  Open  Space  Plan 
Draft  (PDF) 

http://sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2009/RecreationandOpenSpaceElementDraft.pd 
Open  Space  Citywide  Vision  Draft  (PDF) 

http://sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironmentymeetinqs/pc/supportinq/2009/OPENSPACEVISIONFORSANFRANCISCOfina 
i.pdf;  and  Memo  to  Commissioners  (Word) 

http://sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2009/DCPMemotoCommonEnvironment52909.doc) 
(Informational  Presentation  and  Discussion) 

6.  Announcements.  (Discussion) 

7.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion) 

8.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

9.  Adjournment. 


Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 


The  next  meeting  of  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  meeting  is  scheduled  for  Monday,  July  13,  2009  at  5:00 
p.m.  in  Room  421 ,  City  Hall. 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission's  office,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between 
the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  meetinq.asp?id=61005.  (3) 
by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item  above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709, 
or  via  e-mail  at  Monica .Fish(5)sfqov.orq  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting.  If  any  materials  related  to  an  item  on  this  agenda 
have  been  distributed  to  the  Commission  Policy  Committee  after  distribution  of  the  agenda  packet,  those  materials  are  available  for 
public  inspection  at  the  Department  of  the  Environment,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  941 02  during  normal  office  hours  or  will  be 
made  available  at  the  meeting  website  link  Policy  Committee's  website  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  meetinq.asp?id-61 005  as 
links  to  the  agenda  or  meeting  minutes  (by  item). 


Important  Information 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this  meeting.  Please  be 
advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone, 
pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

NOTE:  Persons  unable  to  attend  the  meeting  may  submit  to  the  Committee,  by  the  time  the 
proceedings  begin,  written  comments  regarding  the  agenda  items  above.  These  comments 
will  be  made  a  part  of  the  official  public  record  and  shall  be  brought  to  the  attention  of  the 
Committee  members.  Any  written  comments  should  be  sent  to:  Commission  Secretary  of  the 
Environment,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  or  by  email  at  Monica. Fish(5)sfgov.orq 
by  5:00  p.m.  on  the  day  prior  to  the  hearing.  Comments  which  cannot  be  delivered  to  the 
Commission  Secretary  by  that  time,  may  be  taken  directly  to  the  hearing  at  the  location  above. 
When  bringing  handouts  to  meetings,  please  photocopy  on  both  sides  of  the  paper  and  try  to 
use  post-consumer  recycled  or  tree-free  paper.  Also,  please  bring  sufficient  copies  of 
handouts  for  the  Committee,  the  Commission  Secretary  and  the  public. 

Public  Comment 

At  this  time,  members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  items  of  interest  that  are  within  the  subject  matter  jurisdiction  of  the 
Committee  but  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  Public  comment  will  be  taken  following  each  agendized  item.  Each  member  of  the  public 
may  address  the  Committee  for  up  to  three  minutes,  unless  otherwise  announced  by  the  Chair.  If  it  is  demonstrated  that  the  comments . 
by  the  public  will  exceed  15  minutes,  the  Chair  may  continue  Public  Comment  to  another  time  during  the  meeting. 

The  Brown  Act  forbids  the  Committee  from  taking  action  or  discussing  any  item  or  issue  not  appearing  on  the  posted  agenda.  This  rule 
applies  to  issues  raised  in  public  comment  as  well.  In  response  to  public  comment,  not  on  an  agendized  item,  the  Committee  is  limited 
to: 

1.  Briefly  responding  to  statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  the  public,  or 

2.  Request  staff  to  report  back  on  a  matter  at  a  subsequent  meeting,  or 

3.  Directing  staff  to  place  the  item  or  issue  on  a  future  agenda  (Government  Code  Section  54954.2(a).) 

Disability  Access 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  Meeting  will  be  held  at  City  Hail,  Room  421,  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place.  Sa 
Francisco,  CA  94102,  in  the  Civic  Center  area.  The  meeting  room  is  wheelchair  accessible.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station  is  the 
Civic  Center  Station  at  United  Nations  Plaza  and  Market  Street.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location  are:  #71  Haight/Noriega  and 
the  F  Line  to  Market  and  Van  Ness  and  the  Metro  Stations  at  Van  Ness  and  Market  and  at  Civic  Center.  For  information  about  MUNI 
accessible  services  call  (415)  923-6142.  There  is  accessible  curbside  parking  adjacent  to  City  Hall  on  Grove  Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenue^ 
and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Veterans  Building  at  401  Van  Ness  Avenue  adjacent  to  Davies  Hall  and  the  War  Memorial  Complex. 

The  following  services  are  available  on  request  48  hours  prior  to  the  meeting;  except  for  Monday  meetings,  for  which  the  deadline  shall  be 
4:00  p.m.  of  the  last  business  day  of  the  preceding  week:  For  American  sign  language  interpreters  or  the  use  of  a  reader  during  a  meeting 
a  sound  enhancement  system,  and/or  alternative  formats  of  the  agenda  and  minutes,  please  contact  Monica  Fish  at  (41 5)  355-3709  to 
make  arrangements  for  the  accommodation.  Late  requests  will  be  honored,  if  possible. 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple  chemical  sensitivity 
or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be  sensitive  to  various  chemical  based 
products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  Individuals  with  chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities  should  call 
the  Mayor's  Office  on  Disability  at  (415)  554-6789  or  (415)  554-6799  (TTY)  for  further  information. 

Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code) 
Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards,  councils,  and  other 
agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are  conducted 
before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's  review.  For  more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine 
Ordinance  or  to  report  a  violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  Frank  Darby,  Jr.,  Sunshine  Task  Force 
Administrator,  City  Hall,  Room  409,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  at  Phone  No.:  (415)  554-7724; 
Fax  No.:  (415)  554-7854;  E-mail:  sotf(g)sfqov.orq.  Copies  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the  Clerk  of  the  Sunshine 
Task  Force,  the  San  Francisco  Public  Library  and  on  the  City's  website  at  www.sfqov.org. 

Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements 
Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  administrative  action  may  be  required  by  the  San 
Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF  Campaign  &  Governmental  Conduct  Code  §2.100,  et.  seq]  to  register  and  report  lobbying  activity. 
For  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact  the  Ethics  Commission  at:  25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Second  Floor,  San 
Francisco,  CA  94102;  telephone  (415)  252-3100,  fax  (415)  252-31 12;  web  site  atwww.sfgov.org/ethics. 


Posted:  June  1,  2009 


TO: 


SAN  FRANCISCO 

PLANNING  DEPARTMENT 

MEMORANDUM 

May  29,  2009 

MEMBERS,  COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
Hon.  Paul  Pelosi  Jr.,  President 
Hon.  Ruth  Gravanis,  Vice  President 
Hon.  Angelo  King 
Hon.  Alan  Mok 

Hon.  Jane  MarieFrancis  Martin 
Hon.  Matt  Tuchow 
Hon.  Johanna  Wald 


MEMO 


1650  Mission  St. 
Suite  400 
San  Francisco, 
CA  94103-2479 

Reception: 
415.558.6378 

Fax: 

415.558.6409 

Planning 

Information: 

415.558.6377 


FROM: 


CC: 


Claudia  Flores,  Planner 
City  of  San  Francisco  Planning  Department 
Sarah  Dennis  Phillips,  Senior  Planner 
City  of  San  Francisco  Planning  Department 

John  Rahaim,  Director  of  City  Planning 

David  Assmann,  Acting  Director,  Department  of  the  Environment 
Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director,  Department  of  the  Environment 


SUBJECT:    Informational  Presentation  Regarding  San  Francisco's  Open  Space 
Framework,  including  the  Recreation  and  Open  Space  Element 


Introduction 

With  its  dramatic  physical  setting:  made  up  of  hilltops  and  mountains,  surrounded  by  bay 
and  ocean,  city  surrounded  by  nature  on  all  sites  and  woven  through  by  a  natural 
landscape,  San  Francisco  has  an  intrinsic  connection  with  its  environment.  The 
opportunity  the  City  provides  to  move  outside  and  connect  with  nature  has  drawn 
countless  thousands  here  over  time,  and  that  growth  continues  today. 

As  our  City  grows,  we  need  to  ensure  we  do  not  lose  site  of  these  very  qualities.  To 
continue  to  offer  its  residents  the  opportunity  to  live  in  a  vibrant,  civic,  livable  place,  yet 
still  connect  with  the  wonders  of  the  natural  world,  San  Francisco  needs  a  raodmap  to  a 
world-class  open  space  system.  This  is  the  goal  of  the  Open  Space  Framework  -  to 
continue  the  City's  legacy  of  fine  parks  and  recreational  opportunities,  and  to  expand  that 
open  space  system  for  the  benefit  of  its  citizens. 


The  Process 

Beginning  in  summer  2007,  the  Planning  Department,  the  Mayor's  Office  of  Greening 
and  the  Recreation  and  Parks  Department  began  working  together  to  develop  a 
comprehensive  framework  for  the  future  of  open  space  in  San  Francisco.  Working 
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closely  with  our  nonprofit  partner,  the  Neighborhood  Parks  Council,  the  team  set  out  on  a 
number  of  outreach  efforts  to  achieve  civic  participation  towards  creating  an  Open  Space 
Framework  for  the  City  of  San  Francisco. 

•  Open  Space  Task  Force:  In  November  2007,  the  Mayor's  Office  launched  the 
Mayor's  Open  Space  Task  Force.  This  Task  Force  was  composed  of  over  80 
landscape  architects,  open  space  advocates  and  residents  from  around  the  City. 
The  Task  Force  met  over  the  course  of  a  year,  concluding  in  January  2009,  and 
developed  emerging  themes  for  action,  which  set  the  structure  for  the  Open 
Space  Framework. 

•  City  Roundtable:  Led  by  the  Mayor's  Office,  all  City  agencies  with  lands  or 
responsibilities  related  to  open  space  or  recreation  met  regularly  to  share  ideas, 
update  each  other  on  programs,  and  discuss  future  possibilities  for  the  City's 
open  space  network.  Participants  include  the  Department  of  Public  Works,  the 
Port,  the  Redevelopment  Agency,  the  Unified  School  District,  and  others. 

•  Working  committees:  Members  of  the  Mayor's  Open  Space  Task  Force,  as  well 
as  individuals  representing  specific  open  space  perspectives,  worked  closely  with 
staff  in  a  series  of  working  committees  and  focus  meetings.  These  workgroups 
meet  in  the  interim  of  the  larger  Task  Force  meetings  in  order  to  compile  Task 
Force  outcomes  and  flesh  out  details  on  specific  programs. Work  groups  looked 
at  topics  including  Finance,  Planning  and  Programming,  Policy  and 
Implementation,  Natural  Areas,  Pedestrian  and  Bicycle  Access,  and  others.  The 
working  committees  created  a  number  of  specific  policies,  as  well  as 
recommendations  for  action. 

•  Community  workshops:  The  Neighborhood  Parks  Council  and  the  City  Open 
Space  team  spent  three  months  meeting  with  neighborhoods  and  organizations 
throughout  the  City  on  the  key  goals  of  the  Open  Space  Plan.  At  each  community 
workshop,  citizens  gave  feedback  on  favorite  open  space(s)  in  San  Francisco, 
pointed  out  opportunities  for  new  open  spaces  in  their  neighborhood,  and  talked 
about  what  types  of  spaces,  facilities,  and  programs  were  needed  to  enhance  the 
open  space  experience  in  the  City.  Working  in  small  groups,  participants  reported 
back  on  their  priorities  for  open  space  moving  forward  in  the  future. 

As  a  planning  process,  the  creation  of  the  Open  Space  Framework  represents  a  major 
partnership  with  our  community,  through  the  hundreds  of  citizens  who  have  engaged  in  a 
public  discussion  about  the  future  of  the  City's  open  space  system.  This  dialog  has  not 
only  shaped  the  products  of  the  Open  Space  Framework,  but  has  raised  the  hopes  and 
the  expectations  of  San  Francisco's  residents  as  stakeholders  who  will  help  ensure  this 
Framework  is  carried  out  over  time. 

The  Goal 

The  comprehensive  input  gained  from  the  Open  Space  Task  Force,  the  working 
committees,  and  the  community  workshops  led  towards  a  single,  broad-minded  goal:  To 
achieve  an  open  space  network  that  provides  a  diverse  system  of  equitable,  multi- 
functional and  high-quality  open  spaces.  The  focus  of  the  Open  Space  Framework  is  to 
build  upon  the  open  space  assets  that  San  Francisco's  robust  system  already  provides, 
and  expand  that  system  where  necessary.  This  means: 
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•  Creating  high-performing  open  spaces.  In  many  cases,  this  means  improving  the 
City's  existing  open  spaces  with  dynamic  activation  and  programming.  It  also 
means  that  all  new  open  spaces  shall  be  designed  according  to  these  same 
principles. 

•  Increasing  and  improving  open  space  in  high  needs  areas.  The  City's  goal  is  to 
ensure  that  all  San  Franciscans  are  within  a  reasonable  walk  from  an  open 
space,  and  furthermore,  that  each  resident  has  access  to  a  wide  range  of 
recreational  opportunities,  from  passive  to  active  recreation.  This  may  require 
new  open  spaces,  more  playgrounds,  and  more  sportsfields  to  meet  excessive 
demand;  as  well  as  creative  open  space  types  such  as  alleyways. 

•  Improving  accessibility  to  and  connectivity  between  open  spaces  throughout  the 
City,  through  new  trails,  improved  streets,  sidewalks,  bike  lanes  and  increased 
transit. 

•  Enhancing  the  biodiversity  of  the  City's  natural  landscape,  both  in  recreational 
open  spaces  and  throughout  its  natural  habitat. 

•  Engaging  community  members  as  active  participants  in  their  open  space  system, 
not  just  as  users  but  as  resources  for  maintenance,  improvement  and  long-term 
stewardship. 

•  Securing  resources,  including  funding,  to  meet  the  needs  of  a  world-class  open 
space  system. 

Guiding  Principles  for  an  Open  Space  Network 

The  Open  Space  Framework  expands  the  traditional  notion  of  open  space,  from  isolated 
elements  into  an  interconnected  network  that  captures  unique  opportunities  for  creating 
and  linking  diverse  types  and  sizes  of  open  space.  It  combines  regional,  district, 
neighborhood,  and  community-serving  open  spaces  that  are  accessible  and  connected, 
alive  with  diverse  activities,  and  well-cared  for.  To  ensure  a  holistic  system,  the  Open 
Space  Framework  is  based  on  eight  guiding  principles: 

1 .  INTEGRATED  AND  MULTIFUNCTIONAL:  A  major  theme  developed  from  the 
Open  Space  Task  Force  was  the  concept  of  "making  the  most  of  what  we  have." 
San  Francisco's  Open  Space  Framework  therefore  looks  toward  improving  our 
existing  open  spaces  by  integrating  a  variety  of  open  space  types  within  each 
space,  and  by  layering  multiple  functions  and  uses  to  create  high-performing 
open  spaces.  It  incorporates  streets,  alleyways,  creeks,  parks,  habitat,  urban 
forests,  trails,  recreational  facilities,  drainage,  shorelines,  commercial  and  civic 
spaces,  backyards,  and  even  buildings,  as  components  of  this  system. 

2.  REGIONAL  RESPONSIVENESS:  The  Open  Space  Framework  promotes  San 
Francisco's  role  in  the  regional  context  as  an  epicenter  for  ecological,  economic, 
and  cultural  diversity.  It  aims  to  build  on  our  City's  intrinsic  qualities,  both  natural 
and  cultural,  and  to  reflect  the  values  we  place  on  cultural  diversity  and 
biodiversity.  Furthermore,  it  aims  to  create  a  network  that  inspires  a  deep 
connection  to  place. 

3.  EQUITY  &  ACCESSIBILITY:  The  Open  Space  Framework  focuses  improving 
environmental  justice,  through  equitable  spatial  and  programmatic  distribution  of 
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open  space.  It  aims  to  provide  the  maximum  feasible  access  for  all  residents, 
workers  and  visitors,  and  works  towards  a  democratic  network  that  includes  all 
neighborhoods  in  the  benefits  of  a  multi-functional  open  space  system. 

4.  CONNECTIVITY:  The  Open  Space  Framework  envisions  no  a  single  concept  of 
open  space,  but  rather  a  wholly  connected  network.  The  open  space  system 
should  facilitate  non-motorized  movement,  enhance  habitat  through  connectivity, 
link  diverse  neighborhoods,  and  be  easy  to  navigate  and  understand. 

5.  HEALTH  AND  SAFETY:  The  Open  Space  Framework  uses  open  space  as  a  way 
to  increase  the  City's  capacity  to  be  a  safe  and  healthful  place  to  live.  It  promotes 
social  interaction,  wellness,  and  a  healthy  lifestyle  by  providing  multiple 
opportunities  for  exercise,  physical  activity,  cultural  and  social  activities,  and  a 
connection  to  nature. 

6.  ECOLOGICAL  FUNCTION  &  INTEGRITY:  With  environmental  sustainability  as  a 
driving  theme,  the  Open  Space  Framework  seeks  to  expand  the  quantity  and 
quality  of  natural  systems  in  the  City,  by  promoting  aquatic  and  terrestrial 
biodiversity,  by  designing  for  hydrological  health,  and  by  implementing 
environmental,  ecological  and  conservation-minded  strategies. 

7.  SUSTAINING  STEWARDSHIP:  The  Open  Space  Framework  aims  to  engage 
San  Francisco's  residents  as  active,  engaged  participants  in  its  future.  Policies 
work  towards  shared,  continued  stewardship  that  increases  the  tangible  link 
between  citizens  and  their  open  space  network.  It  seeks  to  create  partnerships 
between  public  agencies,  private  business,  and  individual  citizens  to  foster  pride, 
purpose  and  community. 

8.  FEASIBILITY  &  ADAPTABILITY:  The  long-term  vision  of  the  Open  Space 
Framework  includes  near-term  implementation  actions  as  well  as  flexible  long- 
term  goals,  to  generate  a  set  of  mechanisms  that  are  achievable  and  adaptable 
over  time.  Improvements  to  governance  and  maintenance  are  critical  to 
achievement  of  its  goals. 

Products  of  the  Open  Space  Framework 

The  Open  Space  Framework  aims  to  provide  all  the  elements  needed  to  strive  towards 
San  Francisco's  goal  of  a  comprehensive  open  space  network:  a  broad  vision,  a  policy 
context,  and  a  tangible  task  list  for  moving  forward.  To  accomplish  this,  the  Open  Space 
Framework  will  include: 

1 .  A  Vision  for  Open  Space  -  Providing  a  broad  outline  of  what  the  City's  ideal  open 
space  network  should  look  like,  this  Vision  sets  forth  the  City's  long  term  goals 
over  the  next  100  years. 

2.  A  General  Plan  Update  -  The  General  Plan  is  the  guiding  document  for  the  City- 
it  provides  the  basis  for  all  government  decision-making,  and  informs  our  decision 
makers,  citizens,  developers,  decision-makers,  and  other  cities  and  counties  of 
the  ground  rules  that  guide  change  in  our  community.  The  Recreation  and  Open 
Space  Element  of  the  General  Plan  provides  the  goals,  objectives,  and  policies 
that  will  guide  open  space  development,  acquisition  and  priorities  for  the  City  of 
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San  Francisco  for  the  next  25  years.  This  Element  Update  updates  and 
supersedes  the  City's  former  plan  that  was  adopted  in  1986. 

To  set  a  course  of  action  for  implementing  these  documents,  the  City  will  follow  their 
adoption  with  the  development  of  an  Action  Plan  -  a  flexible,  short-term  roadmap 
intended  to  be  updated  regularly  to  take  advantage  of  the  opportunities  that  may  arise 
over  time.  The  Action  Plan  will  be  developed  as  a  set  of  five  and  ten  year 
implementation  programs  describing  who,  how  and  when  specific  measures  should  be 
taken.  While  the  Action  Plan  cannot  guide  specific  site  acquisition  or  renovation  -  those 
decisions  have  to  be  made  at  the  neighborhood  level  -  it  will  provide  a  plan  of  action  for 
City  agencies  and  our  open  space  partners,  advocates,  organizations  and  residents.  It 
will  also  serves  as  a  resource  and  planning  guide  for  the  Recreation  &  Parks 
Department. 


COA7C/l/S/OA7 

We  are  pleased  to  present  to  you  these  elements  of  San  Francisco's  Open  Space 
Framework.  But  these  elements  only  starts  the  process  of  improving  our  open  space 
network;  it  is  the  continued  support  of  City  officials,  the  immediate  action  of  our  City's 
agencies,  and  the  ongoing  participation  of  the  City's  open  space  partners  that  will  bring  it 
to  fruition.  We  need  to  respond  to  this  call  for  action,  and  work  towards  bringing  about 
our  Open  Space  Vision.  We  need  to  commit  to  advancing  the  next  phases  of  planning 
called  for  in  the  Recreation  and  Open  Space  Element.  We  need  to  move  on  the 
programs  set  forth  in  the  Action  Plan. 
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COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Jane 
MarieFrancis  Martin 


1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  Meeting 
convened  at  5:07  p.m.  Present:  Committee  Chair  Wald,  Committee  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and 
Commissioner  Martin  (6:15  p.m.). 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  May  11,  2009  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting.  (Discussion  and 
Action)  Upon  Motion  by  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  second  by  Chair  Wald,  the  May  1 1 ,  2009  Meeting 
Minutes  were  approved  without  objection  (AYES:  Chair  Wald  and  Vice  Chair  Gravanis;  Absent: 
Commissioner  Martin)  (Explanatory  Document:  May  11,  2009  Approved  Minutes 

http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  paqe.asp?id=1 04871 ) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

Item  7  was  heard  before  Items  4-6. 

4.  Citywide  Bike  Plan  Update.  Sponsor:  Commissioner  Jane  Martin;  Speaker:  Timothy  Papandreou, 
Assistant  Deputy  Director  of  Planning,  San  Francisco  Municipal  Transportation  Agency  (SFMTA) 
(Informational  Presentation  and  Discussion) 

Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  there  is  awareness  that  the  Bike  Plan  has  been  in  progress  for  a 
number  of  years  and  of  the  litigation  aspect,  but  specifically  requested  a  discussion  on  the 
environmental  aspects  of  the  Plan.  Mr.  Papandreou  indicated  that  he  was  prepared  to  give  a 
presentation  on  the  Bicycle  Plan  processes  for  implementation,  but  would  address  the  environmental 
aspect  of  the  Plan  as  an  environmental  planner.  Mr.  Papandreou  reported  that  the  Bicycle  Plan  was 
ready  for  implementation  in  2005,  but  an  injunction  was  placed  against  it  citing  that  there  was 
inadequate  environmental  review.  As  a  result,  no  bike  facilities  could  be  installed  until  an  adequate 
Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  was  developed.  In  that  three-year  period,  there  was  approximately 
a  43%  increase  in  bicycle  ridership  with  no  new  street  infrastructure  (no  bike  racks,  signage,  etc.). 

Mr.  Papandreou  explained  that  cultural  and  demographic  values  have  changed  in  San  Francisco 
necessitating  more  sustainable  transportation  on  the  transit  system.  A  surge  in  transit  ridership  and 
bicycling  has  positive  climate  change  impacts.  Mr.  Papandreou  reported  that  MTA  is  finalizing  their 
Climate  Action  Plan  and  would  like  to  bring  it  back  to  the  Commission  for  further  discussion.  One  of  the 
key  areas  in  the  Plan  is  how  to  transition  to  sustainable  mobility  and  acquiring  the  funding  to  do  so.  It 
was  explained  that  bicycling  is  the  most  sustainable  form  of  transportation  that  is  known,  even  more 
sustainable  than  walking  and  electric  car  technologies.  There  are  significant  greenhouse  gas  emission 
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impacts  from  the  transportation  sector.  Bicycles  produce  zero  pounds  of  C02  per  mile,  so  the  goal  is  to 
make  it  possible  that  all  short  trips  could  be  made  by  walking,  bicycling,  or  combination  of  these  with 
transit.  Review  of  surveys  from  the  past  three  years  has  shown  that  bicycles  have  reached  about 
130,000  trips  a  day  in  the  city,  and  there  are  approximately  800,000  transit  trips  a  day  (bicycling  is  just 
under  1/6  the  volume  of  transit,  so  is  quite  significant). 

Explanatory  Document:  Bicycle  Plan  Presentation  (PDF)  . 

http://sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetings/coe/supportinq/2009/BicvclePlanCommEnvir 
onPresentation060809.pdf 

Mr.  Papandreou  reported  on  the  Bicycle  Plan  project  timelines  and  explained  that  there  are  three 
components  to  approve  (1)  finalize/certify  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  findings  in 
the  Environment  Impact  Report  (EIR)  and  adopt  the  revised  Bicycle  Plan  (June  2009),  (2)  return  to 
Superior  Court  to  lift  the  injunction  (Fall  2009);  and  (3)  resume  implementation  of  construction  projects 
(Fall  2009).  A  report  was  given  on  the  specific  project  timelines  for  the  EIR  process;  SFMTA  plan  and 
project  approval  preparation;  SFMTA  Bicycle  Plan  and  project  approvals;  additional  approvals,  appeals 
and  injunction  relief;  and  project  implementation  (presentation  page  4).  It  was  reported  that  SFMTA 
has  completed  as  much  as  possible  and  is  ready  to  go  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  at  the  end  of  this 
month.  If  no  appeal  is  filed,  implementation  can  start  as  early  as  August.  If  an  appeal  is  filed, 
implementation  may  be  delayed  until  mid-November.  It  is  expected  that  if  an  appeal  is  filed,  it  would  be 
on  the  adequacy  of  the  EIR. 

Mr.  Papandreou  reported  that  there  is  a  Citizens'  Guide  to  the  Bicycle  Plan  that  has  been  published 
and  Draft  of  the  San  Francisco  Bicycle  Plan  that  is  available  for  public  review.  It  was  explained  that  the 
San  Francisco  Bicycle  Plan  Draft  was  issued  late  last  year  and  went  through  the  comment  process  in 
January.  The  eight  goals  of  the  Bicycle  Plan  were  described  (presentation  pages  6-7)  with  an  emphasis 
on  the  overall  goal  to  increase  safe  bicycle  use  and  the  priority  goal  of  refining  and  expanding  the 
existing  bicycle  route  network.  Public  outreach  included  a  citywide  open  house  and  a  series  of  local 
neighborhood  meetings  in  which  positive  comments  were  received  in  favor  of  the  Plan  and  route 
network  with  only  a  few  concerns  noted. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  how  the  bike  network  would  function  for  access  over  the  hills  and 
connection  to  commercial  corridors  and  open  spaces.  Mr.  Papandreou  discussed  implementation  of 
bike  sharing  programs  in  commercial  and  high  density  areas  that  would  divert  people  from  their 
automobiles  to  bicycles  for  running  short  errands,  the  use  of  electric  bicycles  for  access  over  hillier 
open  space  areas,  bicycle  accessories  that  could  assist  in  this  effort,  and  other  planned  strategies.  A 
description  was  given  on  the  bicycle  route  existing  network  and  plans  for  improvements, 
implementation  plans  for  near  and  long-term  improvement  projects,  and  planned  installations 
(presentation  pages  14-15). 

Mr.  Papandreou  discussed  review  of  plan  strategies  that  include  signage  installation,  pilot  projects, 
removal  of  auto  parking  to  provide  for  bicycle  parking,  colored  bicycle  lanes  and  provided  additional 
information  on  the  bicycle  sharing  program  (pages  9-11).  Next  steps  include  additional  outreach  at 
community  meetings,  holding  public  hearings  and  returning  to  the  SFMTA  Board  for  adoption  and 
approvals  of  CEQA  findings,  approval  of  the  Bicycle  Plan,  and  of  project  legislation. 

Commissioner  Martin  provided  the  following  comments: 

•    San  Francisco  Sunset  District — to  call  attention  to  the  north-south  gap  for  an  east-west  connection 
between  Kirkham  and  Vicente  Streets.  Mr.  Papandreou  reported  that  there  are  gaps  and  many 
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areas  have  not  yet  been  identified  in  the  bicycle  route  network  and  that  the  future  goal  would  be  to 
strategize  on  closing  gaps. 

•  Divisadero  Street  would  be  amenable  to  bicycling  because  of  the  commercial  corridor  and  the 
connection  across  town. 

•  Connection  to  Daly  City — Bike  Plan  stops  on  our  border  but  to  plan  stops  for  those  people  that  live 
south  of  Alemany  and  Geneva.  Mr.  Papandreou  reported  that  element  would  be  reviewed  as  part 
of  the  Bi-County  Plan  with  the  Transportation  Authority. 

•  McLaren  Park,  northwest-southeast  connection — create  a  direct  connection  between  the  two  major 
parks  off  of  Silver  Avenue. 

•  Lost  ability  to  put  bicycles  on  MUNI  on  the  T-Third  line  once  it  changed  to  light  rail.  Mr.  Papandreou 
explained  that  there  was  opposition  from  the  disability  community  and  solutions  have  to  be 
researched.  Commissioner  Martin  recommended  identifying  obstacles  and  find  funding  to  address 
the  obstacles. 

•  BART  impediments  for  people  wanting  to  commute  by  bicycle.  The  Civic  Center  BART  station  is 
one  of  the  few  that  does  not  have  bike  racks  within  the  station  itself. 

•  Review  traffic  regulations  for  drivers.  To  implement  a  law  as  was  done  in  Utah  that  says  a  stop  sign 
equals  a  yield  sign  for  bicycles. 

•  Address  degradation  of  native  areas  caused  by  off-road  bicycling  especially  in  wildlife  protection 
areas.  Commissioner  Gravanis  discussed  public  education  that  is  needed  to  address  the  wildlife 
impacts  of  off-road  bicycling  or  bicycling  in  parks.  Commissioner  Martin  recommended  establishing 
specific  areas  for  off-road  cycling.  Mr.  Papandreou  explained  that  bicycle  riding  is  not  allowed  in 
the  park  unless  it  is  a  demarcated  route.  Commissioner  Martin  reported  that  there  are  12  miles  of 
bridle  trails  that  are  currently  not  being  used  because  there  are  no  horses  in  the  park  at  this  time, 
and  could  be  used  on  an  interim  basis  for  this  purpose.  Chair  Wald  recommended  scheduling  a 
meeting  to  discuss  enforcement  strategies,  e.g.,  employ  trained  volunteers  that  wear  an  identifying 
insignia  to  enforce  park  regulations. 

•  Establish  car  free  zones.  The  Inner  Mission  district  was  discussed  as  a  possible  location  for 
development  of  a  Bicycle  Boulevard.  Mr.  Papandreou  reported  that  there  would  be  an  opportunity 
for  pilot  projects  working  with  the  Mayor's  office  and  other  City  departments.  A  discussion  was  held 
on  expanding  "Sunday  Streets"  to  encompass  additional  areas,  days  and  times  and  researching 
traffic  calming  programs  that  would  be  suitable  in  neighborhoods  such  as  the  Mission  district. 

•  Replacement  of  parking  meters  with  pay  stations  removes  a  significant  number  of  parking  for 
bicyclists.  Mr.  Papandreou  reported  that  an  effort  is  being  made  to  add  bicycle  parking  at  the  same 
time  parking  poles  are  taken  out.  In  some  cases,  a  parking  space  would  be  replaced  with  a  parking 
bay  for  bicycles.  One  car  parking  space  would  accommodate  parking  for  16  bicycles.  Chair  Wald 
recommended  making  parking  spaces  smaller  so  they  would  only  be  suitable  for  smaller  cars  in 
order  to  limit  the  number  of  larger  car  parking  spaces. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  reported  that  the  Bike  Plan  did  not  include  long-term  bike  plan  improvements 
for  Treasure  and  Yerba  Buena  Islands  as  was  called  for  in  the  San  Francisco  Bike  Coalition's  recent 
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Bike  Plan  for  the  Islands.  Mr.  Papandreou  reported  that  Treasure  Island  has  a  complete  bicycle 
network  being  designed  as  part  of  the  Bike  Plan's  long-term  improvement  projects. 
Ms.  Haryati,  Director  of  the  Mayor's  Office  of  Greening,  reported  on  the  discussion  held  at  the 
Neighborhoods  Parks  Council  meeting  by  an  organization  to  advocate  for  a  proper  bicycle  off-road 
course  and  discussed  how  various  cultures  prefer  informal  courses.  It  was  stated  that  internal  activists 
may  be  able  to  help  in  the  process.  Ms.  Haryati  stated  that  she  is  in  favor  of  offering  a  diverse  use  and 
programming  of  open  space  and  that  providing  a  formalized  off-road  course  would  present  this 
opportunity.  Ms.  Haryati  cited  the  success  of  Chicago  skate  parks  as  an  example. 

Committee  members  requested  that  Acting  Director  Assmann  write  a  letter  of  support  to  the  MTA  on 
their  work  on  the  Bicycle  Plan. 

5.  Recreation  and  Open  Space  Plan  Overview.  Sponsor:  Commissioner  Jane  Martin;  Speaker:  Claudia 
Flores,  Planner,  Planning  Department  (Explanatory  Documents:  Recreation  and  Open  Space  Plan 
Draft  (PDF) 

http://web1.sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2009/RecreationandOpen 

df;  Open  Space  Citywide  Vision  Draft  (PDF) 

http://sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2009/OPENSPACEVISIONFORSANFRANCISCOfina 

i.pdf:  and  Memo  to  Commissioners  (Word) 

http://sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2009/DCPMemotoCommonEnvironment52909.doc) 

(Informational  Presentation  and  Discussion) 

Ms.  Claudia  Flores  presented  on  the  Draft  Recreation  and  Open  Space  Plan  discussing  topics  that 
include:  (Recreation  and  Open  Space  Plan  presentation  (PDF) 

http://sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2009/DOEROSERelease60809(1).pdf) 

•  Outreach  to  date  that  includes  an  Open  Space  Survey  and  meetings  held  with  the  Mayor's  Office 
Open  Space  Taskforce,  City  Round  Table  on  Open  Space,  working  committees,  and  community 
workshops  to  update  the  element. 

•  Plan's  open  space  framework  that  is  the  vision  for  open  space  for  the  next  100  years  and  the 
Recreation  and  Open  Space  Element  that  is  a  guiding  document  of  policy  and  goals  for  open  space 
for  the  next  25  years.  It  was  explained  that  the  Action  Plan  is  in  progress  and  includes 
implementation  programs  for  the  next  10  years. 

•  An  Open  Space  Vision  for  San  Francisco  (explanatory  document  (PDF) 

http://sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2009/OPENSPACEVISIONFORSANFRANCISC 

ofinai.pdf).  The  Open  Space  Vision's  goals  are  to  meet  the  challenges  of  the  future  by  establishing 
(1)  new  open  spaces  in  high-need  areas;  (2)  quality  experiences  on  existing  open  spaces;  (3)  an 
active,  accessible  and  connected  waterfront  open  space  system;  (4)  a  cross-town  trail  that 
celebrates  diverse  urban  nature  and  allows  for  both  human  and  wildlife  movement;  (5)  revitalized 
and  activated  destination  open  spaces;  (6)  a  system  of  linear  open  spaces  and  day-lighted  creeks; 
and  (7)  connectivity — a  system  of  public  transit  and  green  streets  connecting  people  to  open  space. 

•  Goals,  objectives,  and  policies  for  the  next  twenty-five  years  that  encompass  three  main  ideas  (1 ) 
making  the  most  of  what  we  have,  (2)  filling  in  the  gaps,  and  (3)  utilizing  our  strongest  asset,  the 
community  (presentation  page  5). 

•  Objectives  include  (1 )  achieving  a  high  performance  open  space  system;  (2)  acquiring  and 
prioritization  of  new  open  spaces  with  current  funding  constraints;  (3)  improving  access  and 
connectivity  to  open  space  by  reviewing  the  street  and  trail  network;  (4)  enhancing  biodiversity;  (5) 
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engaging  the  community  to  partner  in  efforts;  and  (6)  governance  and  maintenance  of  recreational 
and  open  space  facilities  (presentation  pages  7-11).  Ms.  Haryati  discussed  the  importance  of 
engaging  City  departments  to  reach  goals  and  objectives 


•  Next  Steps  and  timeline  for  public  participation  and  the  open  space  framework.  It  was  explained 
that  the  Action  Plan  is  scheduled  to  be  available  for  review  and  comment  in  the  next  three  or  four 
months  (presentation  pages  12  -13).  Ms.  Haryati  discussed  joint  collaboration  efforts  between 
multiple  agencies  to  discuss  implementation  strategies  for  the  Action  Plan. 

Ms.  Flores  stated  that  many  of  the  Plan's  objectives  support  environmental  goals  and  cited  examples 
that  include  protecting  and  enhancing  biodiversity,  establishing  a  regional  network,  green  connectors, 
and  green  alleys  and  streets.  Ms.  Flores  stated  that  feedback  on  how  the  objectives  and  policies  can 
further  address  environmental  goals  is  welcome.  Ms.  Haryati  discussed  the  Public  Utilities 
Commission's  (PUC)  urban  stormwater  program  as  an  important  environmental  goal  that  would  be 
achieved  through  open  space. 

Commissioner  Martin  reported  that  she  would  provide  individual  comments  on  energy,  recycling,  water 
conservation,  biodiversity,  and  on  the  wildlife  components  of  the  Plan.  Recommendations  discussed 
include: 

•  Review  how  strong  the  language  is  on  page  38  of  the  Plan  in  terms  of  lighting,  energy,  water- 
conservation,  and  plant  choices  to  acknowledge  and  prioritize  natives. 

•  Review  environmental  justice  issues  as  it  relates  to  areas  of  flooding  and  smells  from  PUC 
operations.  Ms.  Haryati  reported  that  the  Open  Space  Round  Table  has  provided  a  forum  for  City 
departments  to  discuss  opportunities  and  challenges  surrounding  these  types  of  issues. 

•  Include  zero  waste  support  (recycling  and  composting)  within  open  spaces  including  city  sidewalks 
and  street  events. 

•  McLaren  Park-lack  of  programming  or  lack  of  knowledge  about  programming.  Ms.  Flores  reported 
that  this  recommendation  would  relate  to  how  to  revitalize  existing  underutilized  spaces.  Ms. 
Haryati  reported  that  Nature  in  the  City  has  programming  information  about  McLaren  Park  that 
could  be  more  widely  publicized  throughout  the  community.  It  was  explained  that  there  could  be  an 
opportunity  for  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  website  to  provide  this  information  in  a  user- 
friendly  way. 

•  Offer  designated  paved  areas  for  groups  to  use  on  a  regular  basis  so  an  activity  is  continuously 
taking  place  that  would  attract  people  from  a  wide  spectrum  and  not  necessarily  require  special 
programming.  Ms.  Haryati  reported  on  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department's  facility  inventory  that 
is  used  to  identify  staffing  requirements,  but  explained  that  the  inventory  has  not  been  used  to 
review  programming  partnership  opportunities.  Ms.  Haryati  indicated  that  groups  might  be  more 
inclined  to  plan  activities  if  it  were  not  for  the  burden  of  permitting  requirements  and  having  to 
provide  revenue  to  the  City  to  use  these  areas. 


Making  it  possible  for  food  vendors  to  be  reliably  available  in  the  park  so  it  is  a  planned  destination 
for  visitors  and  would  also  provide  an  economic  opportunity. 
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•  Provide  connections  to  the  water  either  through  16  or  17  and  Cesar  Chavez  Streets  or  from  the 
Dogpatch  area  into  the  Mission  District. 

•  Coordinate  the  greenway  on  Lawton  Street  in  the  Sunset  District  with  the  Bike  Plan's  connector  on 
Kirkham  Street.  Ms.  Haryati  reported  that  the  exact  locations  shown  in  the  Vision  Map  were  meant 
to  be  conceptual  and  were  intended  to  identify  four  or  five  green  corridors. 

•  The  Plan  should  support  a  cohesive  planting  palate  whether  it  is  on  people's  private  property  or  the 
public  right  of  way.  Information  should  be  provided  about  which  flora  and  fauna  are  endangered  or 
imperiled  in  different  parts  of  town.  It  was  explained  that  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  (PUC)  is 
starting  to  offer  information  on  their  Geographic  Information  Systems  (GIS)  about  what  plants  are  to 
be  encouraged  in  certain  areas.  Ms.  Haryati  reported  that  the  Department  of  Public  Works  (DPW)  is 
improving  their  sidewalk  permitting  program  by  making  available  a  user-friendly  manual  on  planting 
recommendations.  Ms.  Haryati  reported  on  the  Community  Challenge  Grant  incentive  to  transform 
concrete  sidewalks  to  sidewalk  plantings.  Ms.  Flores  discussed  how  the  Better  Streets  Plan  would 
provide  direction  in  this  area. 

•  Inquired  whether  there  would  be  a  reference  to  open  space  for  waterways  in  order  to  attract  people 
to  the  water  to  better  appreciate  marine  wildlife,  explore  the  ocean  and  bay,  and  to  increase 
appreciation  and  information  especially  in  terms  of  environmental  stewardship.  Are  there  enough 
opportunities  for  boating  if  there  is  limited  marina  space,  whether  boats,  boat  sharing,  kayaking 
support  would  be  feasible?  Ms.  Haryati  reported  that  the  approach  is  land-  based  but  that  inner 
land  water  bodies  are  encompassed  as  open  space.  It  was  explained  that  there  would  be  a  need 
for  special  programming  because  of  accessibility  and  other  related  issues.  Discussions  will  be  held 
with  the  relevant  groups  to  discuss  these  aspects  of  the  Plan.  Commissioner  Martin  recommended 
adding  language  addressing  measurement  of  access,  e.g.,  do  we  have  enough  or  too  much  marina 
space,  is  there  environmental  justice  equality  for  access  in  the  water?  A  recommendation  was 
made  to  outreach  to  Surfrider  Foundation,  a  group  that  cares  about  water  quality  because  they  surf 
and  who  may  be  interested  in  providing  input  into  policies  surrounding  the  land  strategies  as  there 
is  a  direct  correlation  to  land  and  water  pollution.  Commissioner  Gravanis  suggested  outreach  to 
the  Blue  Greenway,  a  group  that  is  involved  in  the  water  trail,  boating  and  public  access,  and  who 
could  provide  input  in  this  area.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  boating  and  public  access 
would  have  to  be  planned  carefully  to  allow  for  seasonal  closures  when  there  is  nesting  season. 
There  is  a  need  to  find  the  right  balance  so  that  people  can  get  close  enough  to  the  resource  and 
learn  about  it  but  not  get  too  close  to  cause  harm.  Chair  Wald  recommended  outreach  and 
providing  education  to  anglers  who  fish  at  the  piers  on  water  quality  issues  and  how  it  can  be 
affected  by  land-based  activities.  Ms.  Haryati  stated  that  this  is  an  interesting  point  for  local  food 
production. 

•  Recommended  that  the  Department  of  Environment's  Toxics  Reduction  program  staff  review  the 
Plan  and  provide  recommendations.  Chair  Wald  inquired  whether  the  Department  of  the 
Environment  would  provide  a  focused  detailed  review  of  this  Plan  as  they  have  on  other  planning 
documents.  Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that  there  is  no  formal  process  for  review  of  the  Plan, 
but  requested  that  a  Word  document  be  provided  to  him  to  send  to  program  managers  for  input. 
Commissioner  Martin  recommended  that  a  Department  of  Environment  staff  member  join  the 
Roundtable  discussions. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis's  recommendations  included: 

•  Review  and  connect  all  content.  One  section  states  that  park  lighting  should  be  environmentally 
efficient,  provide  safety  and  security  to  park  users,  while  also  protecting  wildlife  and  natural  areas 
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from  light  pollution.  Another  section  emphasizes  adequate  lighting  for  safety  so  there  should  be 
discussion  about  how  to  connect  the  concepts  together.  Ms.  Haryati  reported  that  a  group  at  the 
upcoming  SPUR  workshop  would  be  reviewing  the  entire  Plan.  Chair  Wald  recommended  that  the 
review  should  be  of  all  topics,  not  just  limited  to  one  topic. 

•  Policy  4.1  on  sustainable  development-add  green  building,  solid  waste  management,  and  zero 
waste.  Policy  4.1  does  not  belong  in  a  section  called  biodiversity  and  should  be  in  its  own  section 
on  sustainability  that  goes  into  more  depth  on  the  topic.  Biodiversity  should  be  its  own  section  to 
focus  in  more  depth  on  natural  areas  and  biological  communities. 

•  Reported  on  public  comment  received  from  Nature  in  the  City  on  the  proposed  rewrite  of  Objective 
4.  Ms.  Flores  requested  that  comments  be  sent  by  email  so  that  the  planner  assigned  to  revising 
the  draft  plan  can  review  recommendations  to  determine  what  is  feasible.  (Explanatory  Document: 
Public  Comment  Received  from  Nature  in  the  City  (Word) 

http://sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironmen17meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2009/NatureintheCitvPublicCom 
oc) 

•  Refine  policies  and  reach  consensus  before  actions  are  taken  that  might  not  achieve  what  is 
intended. 

•  Reference  the  current  Open  Space  Element  to  determine  what  is  worth  preserving  that  may  have 
been  misplaced  in  the  new  Plan,  e.g.,  in  reference  to  the  total  quantity  of  open  space,  there  was  a 
standard  referred  to  of  ten  acres  per  1 ,000  people,  which  was  acknowledged  as  unrealistic  for  San 
Francisco.  At  the  time  the  last  version  was  approved,  it  was  estimated  that  there  were  5.5  acres 
per  1,000  people  and  that  the  per  capita  amount  of  open  space  should  be  increased.  That  language 
is  not  in  the  current  plan  and  there  is  no  target  set  to  work  toward.  There  is  language  about  how  to 
keep  up  with  increasing  population  and  growth  and  the  need  to  apply  more  open  space,  but  no 
target  to  work  toward.  It  was  recommended  that  the  responsibility  for  meeting  the  goal  be  given  to 
someone  to  establish  an  idea  of  what  is  required.  Ms.  Haryati  stated  that  there  is  an  immediate 
need  to  qualify  our  shared-goal  prior  to  quantifying  and  planning  for  how  to  reach  targets.  It  was 
explained  that  the  last  Element  did  not  have  an  action  plan  for  reaching  the  goal  or  to  measure 
progress.  Ms.  Flores  explained  that  there  are  finite  resources  so  priorities  would  have  to  be  set  on 
where  to  focus  the  resources.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  you  would  not  receive  funding 
without  putting  the  information  into  the  area  plan.  Supported  working  on  the  Housing  Plan  and 
Open  Space  Plan  at  the  same  time  and  explained  that  the  estimate  of  how  many  acres  were 
needed  per  1000  people  was  based  on  a  time  when  people  had  more  private  open  space. 

•  Review  the  Plan's  references  to  "where  something  happened  recently"  because  it  won't  make 
sense  to  someone  reading  it  20  years  from  now. 

•  Not  to  use  the  term  high-performing  open  spaces  because  it  commodifies  it.  Reference  to  text  that 
states  "high  performing  open  spaces  are  those  that  provide  a  high-level  of  surface  to  their  users." 

•  Requested  a  word  document  in  order  to  provide  comments  in  track  changes. 

•  Ocean  Beach--no  mention  of  the  endangered  snowy  plover  and  danger  from  off-leash  dogs. 

•  Policy  3.6  "Maintain,  restore  and  expand  the  Urban  Forest" — no  reference  cited  that  there  are 
places  where  trees  do  not  belong  for  the  sake  of  biodiversity.  Multiple  sections  should  be  reviewed 
to  coordinate  references  to  tree  planting  and  preservation  with  other  sections  that  reference  the 
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need  for  places  for  the  red  tailed  hawk  to  forage  because  if  everything  is  covered  with  trees,  they 
won't  be  able  to  see  and  catch  the  gopher  that  they  need  to  eat. 

•  More  internal  consistency  needed. 

•  Policy  4.4  "Protect  and  restore  wetlands  and  riparian  areas."  No  reference  to  protecting  and 
restoring  grasslands,  coast  scrub,  etc.  All  habitat  areas  should  be  treated  the  same  and  make  it 
clear  that  if  you  want  biodiversity,  you  have  to  have  habitat  biodiversity,  not  just  wetlands  and 
riparian  areas. 

•  Inquired  about  the  use  of  the  term  "programming."  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  reported  that  her  definition 
of  programming  would  include  staffing  at  parks,  for  tournaments,  activities,  and  to  make  sure 
equipment  was  available,  etc.  and  did  not  see  the  reference  that  staffing  would  be  required  to  guide 
activities.  Another  aspect  of  programming  would  be  to  schedule  events  for  everyday  folks,  after 
school  programs,  etc.  that  would  require  not  only  space,  but  staffing.  Ms.  Haryati  explained  that 
programming  support  is  spelled  out  in  the  Action  Plan.  A  discussion  was  held  on  the  opportunity  for 
community  partners  to  staff  programs  in  addition  to  internal  staff.  Ms.  Haryati  stated  that  there  is  a 
commitment  to  include  this  type  of  programming  in  the  Plan.  It  was  explained  that  the  Recreation 
and  Park  Department  is  doing  a  programming  inventory  exercise  which  would  be  shared  with  the 
Committee  once  it  is  complete. 

Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  that  Map  2  of  proposed  open  space  reminds  him  of  a  map  of  what 
could  be  underwater  as  a  result  of  climate  change  and  asked  whether  potential  impacts  to  open  space 
were  considered  if  sea  rise  would  be  as  much  as  predicted.  It  was  explained  that  the  red  area  around 
Hunters  Point  Shipyard  and  Mission  Bay  Area — all  of  these  projections  will  be  underwater  in  a  short 
time  so  it  may  be  something  that  should  be  addressed  in  some  way.  Even  Treasure  Island  is  a  couple 
of  feet  above  the  bay  at  this  point. 

Chair  Wald  discussed  the  feasibility  of  staying  current  with  a  25-year  update  and  recommended  a 
review  of  goals  in  at  least  15  years  if  not  sooner  to  see  what  can  be  done  to  meet  the  25-year  target. 
Ms.  Flores  reported  that  the  Action  Plan  is  a  5  -  10  year  plan.  Ms.  Haryati  recommended  creating  a 
regular  system  of  updates. 

Ms.  Flores  reported  that  there  is  a  review  and  comment  period  and  that  comments  would  be  due  by  the 
end  of  September.  In  October,  Ms.  Exline,  the  Project  Planner,  would  be  reviewing  the  comments, 
making  revisions  as  appropriate  and  scheduling  meetings  with  City  agencies  to  discuss  the  vision  and 
comments.  Ms.  Haryati  stated  that  she  wants  to  ensure  that  the  Plan  receives  proper  input  and  is 
based  upon  the  agreed  upon  vision  and  policy  documents.  It  was  explained  that  the  City  department 
Action  Plan  round  table  would  be  scheduled  in  the  near  term  because  of  climate  change  and  initial  work 
toward  creating  an  Action  Plan  the  departments  will  need  to  perform. 

6.  Announcements.  (Discussion)  Commissioner  Martin  reported  that  she,  her  neighbors,  and 
neighboring  businesses  were  excited  about  having  Sunday  Streets  on  her  street.  It  was  recommended 
that  there  be  closer  review  of  this  type  of  planning  as  it  provides  support  for  local  businesses  that  are 
getting  more  attention  from  Sunday  Street  participants. 

7.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion)  Chair  Wald  reported  that  she  would  not  be  able  to 
attend  the  July  13,  2009  meeting  due  to  a  scheduled  vacation.  July  13,  2009  Policy  Committee  agenda 
discussion-Chair  Wald  announced  that  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  would  be  sponsoring  the  Commission 
work  item  on  how  the  Commission  plans  for  and  conducts  Commission  meetings.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis 
reported  that  she  would  prepare  a  draft  of  specific  suggestions  before  the  meeting  so  it  can  be  a 
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possible  action  item  for  recommendation  to  the  full  Commission.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  requested  that 
the  outreach  letter  topic  be  broadened  to  include  discussion  on  how  to  increase  public  participation  in 
Commission  matters.  Chair  Wald  recommended  that  these  agenda  items  be  heard  in  the  following 
order  and  be  listed  as  separate  agenda  topics  (1)  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  to  sponsor  the  Commission  work 
item — how  to  improve  Commission  meetings;  (2)  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  Commissioner  Martin  to 
sponsor  how  to  increase  public  participation  in  Commission  matters;  and  (3)  Mark  Westlund,  Program 
Outreach  Manager  to  discuss  with  the  Committee  refinement  of  the  outreach  letter. 

Acting  Director  Assmann  explained  that  there  may  be  work  issues  to  discuss  surrounding  the  budget 
either  on  a  local  or  state  level.  It  was  reported  that  the  Department  of  Finance  has  recommended 
elimination  of  funding  for  the  Department  of  Conservation  that  would  include  funding  for  the 
Conservation  Corps,  cities  and  counties,  state  parks,  and  all  grants  (total  of  $200  million  in  funding). 

Commissioner  Martin  recommended  an  action  item  to  strategize  continuation  of  work  efforts  on  the 
Urban  Forest  Plan  as  well  as  an  update  on  the  status  of  the  Plan.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  recommended 
contacting  or  writing  a  letter  to  Mr.  Power  of  the  Planning  Department  who  is  the  project  manager  on 
the  Urban  Forest  Plan.  Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  that  the  Planning  Department  has  stopped 
all  work  on  the  Plan  because  of  budget  constraints.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  she  believes  the 
Council  will  be  reviewing  their  work  strategy  going  forward  and  would  like  to  see  what  can  be  done  to 
help  move  the  Plan  forward  either  through  the  Planning  Department  or  through  an  alternative  method. 
Commissioner  Martin  recommended  that  the  Committee  strategize  on  ways  to  move  parts  of  the  Plan 
forward,  particularly  efforts  surrounding  street  trees. 

8.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

9.  Adjournment.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  adjourned  at  7:28  p.m. 


Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission's  office,  11  Grove  Street,  San 
Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website 
http://sfgov.org/site/sfenvironment  meeting. asp?id=61 005,  (3)  by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda 
item  above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  (5) 
via  e-mail  at  Monica.  Fish(a>sfqov.orq. 
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COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Jane 
MarieFrancis  Martin 


1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  Meeting 
convened  at  5:07  p.m.  Present:  Committee  Chair  Wald,  Committee  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and 
Commissioner  Martin  (6:15  p.m.). 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  May  11,  2009  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting.  (Discussion  and 
Action)  Upon  Motion  by  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  second  by  Chair  Wald,  the  May  11,  2009  Meeting 
Minutes  were  approved  without  objection  (AYES:  Chair  Wald  and  Vice  Chair  Gravanis;  Absent: 
Commissioner  Martin)  (Explanatory  Document:  May  11,  2009  Approved  Minutes 

http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  paqe.asp?id=1 04871 ) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

Item  7  was  heard  before  Items  4-6. 

4.  Citywide  Bike  Plan  Update.  Sponsor:  Commissioner  Jane  Martin;  Speaker:  Timothy  Papandreou, 
Assistant  Deputy  Director  of  Planning,  San  Francisco  Municipal  Transportation  Agency  (SFMTA) 
(Informational  Presentation  and  Discussion) 

Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  there  is  awareness  that  the  Bike  Plan  has  been  in  progress  for  a 
number  of  years  and  of  the  litigation  aspect,  but  specifically  requested  a  discussion  on  the 
environmental  aspects  of  the  Plan.  Mr.  Papandreou  indicated  that  he  was  prepared  to  give  a 
presentation  on  the  Bicycle  Plan  processes  for  implementation,  but  would  address  the  environmental 
aspect  of  the  Plan  as  an  environmental  planner.  Mr.  Papandreou  reported  that  the  Bicycle  Plan  was 
ready  for  implementation  in  2005,  but  an  injunction  was  placed  against  it  citing  that  there  was 
inadequate  environmental  review.  As  a  result,  no  bike  facilities  could  be  installed  until  an  adequate 
Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  was  developed.  In  that  three-year  period,  there  was  approximately 
a  43%  increase  in  bicycle  ridership  with  no  new  street  infrastructure  (no  bike  racks,  signage,  etc.). 

Mr.  Papandreou  explained  that  cultural  and  demographic  values  have  changed  in  San  Francisco 
necessitating  more  sustainable  transportation  on  the  transit  system.  A  surge  in  transit  ridership  and 
bicycling  has  positive  climate  change  impacts.  Mr.  Papandreou  reported  that  MTA  is  finalizing  their 
Climate  Action  Plan  and  would  like  to  bring  it  back  to  the  Commission  for  further  discussion.  One  of  the 
key  areas  in  the  Plan  is  how  to  transition  to  sustainable  mobility  and  acquiring  the  funding  to  do  so.  It 
was  explained  that  bicycling  is  the  most  sustainable  form  of  transportation  that  is  known,  even  more 
sustainable  than  walking  and  electric  car  technologies.  There  are  significant  greenhouse  gas  emission 
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impacts  from  the  transportation  sector.  Bicycles  produce  zero  pounds  of  C02  per  mile,  so  the  goal  is  to 
make  it  possible  that  all  short  trips  could  be  made  by  walking,  bicycling,  or  combination  of  these  with 
transit.  Review  of  surveys  from  the  past  three  years  has  shown  that  bicycles  have  reached  about 
130,000  trips  a  day  in  the  city,  and  there  are  approximately  800,000  transit  trips  a  day  (bicycling  is  just 
under  1/6  the  volume  of  transit,  so  is  quite  significant). 

Explanatory  Document:  Bicycle  Plan  Presentation  (PDF) 

http://sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetings/coe/supporting/2009/BicyclePlanCommEnvir 
onPresentation060809.pdf 

Mr.  Papandreou  reported  on  the  Bicycle  Plan  project  timelines  and  explained  that  there  are  three 
components  to  approve  (1 )  finalize/certify  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  findings  in 
the  Environment  Impact  Report  (EIR)  and  adopt  the  revised  Bicycle  Plan  (June  2009),  (2)  return  to 
Superior  Court  to  lift  the  injunction  (Fall  2009);  and  (3)  resume  implementation  of  construction  projects 
(Fall  2009).  A  report  was  given  on  the  specific  project  timelines  for  the  EIR  process;  SFMTA  plan  and 
project  approval  preparation;  SFMTA  Bicycle  Plan  and  project  approvals;  additional  approvals,  appeals 
and  injunction  relief;  and  project  implementation  (presentation  page  4).  It  was  reported  that  SFMTA 
has  completed  as  much  as  possible  and  is  ready  to  go  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  at  the  end  of  this 
month.  If  no  appeal  is  filed,  implementation  can  start  as  early  as  August.  If  an  appeal  is  filed, 
implementation  may  be  delayed  until  mid-November.  It  is  expected  that  if  an  appeal  is  filed,  it  would  be 
on  the  adequacy  of  the  EIR. 

Mr.  Papandreou  reported  that  there  is  a  Citizens'  Guide  to  the  Bicycle  Plan  that  has  been  published 
and  Draft  of  the  San  Francisco  Bicycle  Plan  that  is  available  for  public  review.  It  was  explained  that  the 
San  Francisco  Bicycle  Plan  Draft  was  issued  late  last  year  and  went  through  the  comment  process  in 
January.  The  eight  goals  of  the  Bicycle  Plan  were  described  (presentation  pages  6-7)  with  an  emphasis 
on  the  overall  goal  to  increase  safe  bicycle  use  and  the  priority  goal  of  refining  and  expanding  the 
existing  bicycle  route  network.  Public  outreach  included  a  citywide  open  house  and  a  series  of  local 
neighborhood  meetings  in  which  positive  comments  were  received  in  favor  of  the  Plan  and  route 
network  with  only  a  few  concerns  noted. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  how  the  bike  network  would  function  for  access  over  the  hills  and 
connection  to  commercial  corridors  and  open  spaces.  Mr.  Papandreou  discussed  implementation  of 
bike  sharing  programs  in  commercial  and  high  density  areas  that  would  divert  people  from  their 
automobiles  to  bicycles  for  running  short  errands,  the  use  of  electric  bicycles  for  access  over  hillier 
open  space  areas,  bicycle  accessories  that  could  assist  in  this  effort,  and  other  planned  strategies.  A 
description  was  given  on  the  bicycle  route  existing  network  and  plans  for  improvements, 
implementation  plans  for  near  and  long-term  improvement  projects,  and  planned  installations 
(presentation  pages  14-15). 

Mr.  Papandreou  discussed  review  of  plan  strategies  that  include  signage  installation,  pilot  projects, 
removal  of  auto  parking  to  provide  for  bicycle  parking,  colored  bicycle  lanes  and  provided  additional 
information  on  the  bicycle  sharing  program  (pages  9-11).  Next  steps  include  additional  outreach  at 
community  meetings,  holding  public  hearings  and  returning  to  the  SFMTA  Board  for  adoption  and 
approvals  of  CEQA  findings,  approval  of  the  Bicycle  Plan,  and  of  project  legislation. 

Commissioner  Martin  provided  the  following  comments: 

•    San  Francisco  Sunset  District — to  call  attention  to  the  north-south  gap  for  an  east-west  connection 
between  Kirkham  and  Vicente  Streets.  Mr.  Papandreou  reported  that  there  are  gaps  and  many 
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areas  have  not  yet  been  identified  in  the  bicycle  route  network  and  that  the  future  goal  would  be  to 
strategize  on  closing  gaps. 

•  Divisadero  Street  would  be  amenable  to  bicycling  because  of  the  commercial  corridor  and  the 
connection  across  town. 

•  Connection  to  Daly  City — Bike  Plan  stops  on  our  border  but  to  plan  stops  for  those  people  that  live 
south  of  Alemany  and  Geneva.  Mr.  Papandreou  reported  that  element  would  be  reviewed  as  part 
of  the  Bi-County  Plan  with  the  Transportation  Authority. 

•  McLaren  Park,  northwest-southeast  connection — create  a  direct  connection  between  the  two  major 
parks  off  of  Silver  Avenue. 

•  Lost  ability  to  put  bicycles  on  MUNI  on  the  T-Third  line  once  it  changed  to  light  rail.  Mr.  Papandreou 
explained  that  there  was  opposition  from  the  disability  community  and  solutions  have  to  be 
researched.  Commissioner  Martin  recommended  identifying  obstacles  and  find  funding  to  address 
the  obstacles. 

•  BART  impediments  for  people  wanting  to  commute  by  bicycle.  The  Civic  Center  BART  station  is 
one  of  the  few  that  does  not  have  bike  racks  within  the  station  itself. 

•  Review  traffic  regulations  for  drivers.  To  implement  a  law  as  was  done  in  Utah  that  says  a  stop  sign 
equals  a  yield  sign  for  bicycles. 

•  Address  degradation  of  native  areas  caused  by  off-road  bicycling  especially  in  wildlife  protection 
areas.  Commissioner  Gravanis  discussed  public  education  that  is  needed  to  address  the  wildlife 
impacts  of  off-road  bicycling  or  bicycling  in  parks.  Commissioner  Martin  recommended  establishing 
specific  areas  for  off-road  cycling.  Mr.  Papandreou  explained  that  bicycle  riding  is  not  allowed  in 
the  park  unless  it  is  a  demarcated  route.  Commissioner  Martin  reported  that  there  are  12  miles  of 
bridle  trails  that  are  currently  not  being  used  because  there  are  no  horses  in  the  park  at  this  time, 
and  could  be  used  on  an  interim  basis  for  this  purpose.  Chair  Wald  recommended  scheduling  a 
meeting  to  discuss  enforcement  strategies,  e.g.,  employ  trained  volunteers  that  wear  an  identifying 
insignia  to  enforce  park  regulations. 

•  Establish  car  free  zones.  The  Inner  Mission  district  was  discussed  as  a  possible  location  for 
development  of  a  Bicycle  Boulevard.  Mr.  Papandreou  reported  that  there  would  be  an  opportunity 
for  pilot  projects  working  with  the  Mayor's  office  and  other  City  departments.  A  discussion  was  held 
on  expanding  "Sunday  Streets"  to  encompass  additional  areas,  days  and  times  and  researching 
traffic  calming  programs  that  would  be  suitable  in  neighborhoods  such  as  the  Mission  district. 

•  Replacement  of  parking  meters  with  pay  stations  removes  a  significant  number  of  parking  for 
bicyclists.  Mr.  Papandreou  reported  that  an  effort  is  being  made  to  add  bicycle  parking  at  the  same 
time  parking  poles  are  taken  out.  In  some  cases,  a  parking  space  would  be  replaced  with  a  parking 
bay  for  bicycles.  One  car  parking  space  would  accommodate  parking  for  16  bicycles.  Chair  Wald 
recommended  making  parking  spaces  smaller  so  they  would  only  be  suitable  for  smaller  cars  in 
order  to  limit  the  number  of  larger  car  parking  spaces. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  reported  that  the  Bike  Plan  did  not  include  long-term  bike  plan  improvements 
for  Treasure  and  Yerba  Buena  Islands  as  was  called  for  in  the  San  Francisco  Bike  Coalition's  recent 
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Bike  Plan  for  the  Islands.  Mr.  Papandreou  reported  that  Treasure  Island  has  a  complete  bicycle 
network  being  designed  as  part  of  the  Bike  Plan's  long-term  improvement  projects. 
Ms.  Haryati,  Director  of  the  Mayor's  Office  of  Greening,  reported  on  the  discussion  held  at  the 
Neighborhoods  Parks  Council  meeting  by  an  organization  to  advocate  for  a  proper  bicycle  off-road 
course  and  discussed  how  various  cultures  prefer  informal  courses.  It  was  stated  that  internal  activists 
may  be  able  to  help  in  the  process.  Ms.  Haryati  stated  that  she  is  in  favor  of  offering  a  diverse  use  and 
programming  of  open  space  and  that  providing  a  formalized  off-road  course  would  present  this 
opportunity.  Ms.  Haryati  cited  the  success  of  Chicago  skate  parks  as  an  example. 

Committee  members  requested  that  Acting  Director  Assmann  write  a  letter  of  support  to  the  MTA  on 
their  work  on  the  Bicycle  Plan. 

5.  Recreation  and  Open  Space  Plan  Overview.  Sponsor:  Commissioner  Jane  Martin;  Speaker:  Claudia 
Flores,  Planner,  Planning  Department  (Explanatory  Documents:  Recreation  and  Open  Space  Plan 
Draft  (PDF) 

http://sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2009/RecreationandOpenSpac 
eElementDraft.pdf;  Open  Space  Citywide  Vision  Draft  (PDF) 

http://sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2009/OPENSPACEVISIONFORSANFRA 

i.pdf:  and  Memo  to  Commissioners  (Word) 

http://sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2009/DCPMemotoCommonEnvironment52909.doc) 

(Informational  Presentation  and  Discussion) 

Ms.  Claudia  Flores  presented  on  the  Draft  Recreation  and  Open  Space  Plan  discussing  topics  that 
include:  (Recreation  and  Open  Space  Plan  presentation  (PDF) 

http://sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenviron^ 

•  Outreach  to  date  that  includes  an  Open  Space  Survey  and  meetings  held  with  the  Mayor's  Office 
Open  Space  Taskforce,  City  Round  Table  on  Open  Space,  working  committees,  and  community 
workshops  to  update  the  element. 

•  Plan's  open  space  framework  that  is  the  vision  for  open  space  for  the  next  100  years  and  the 
Recreation  and  Open  Space  Element  that  is  a  guiding  document  of  policy  and  goals  for  open  space 
for  the  next  25  years.  It  was  explained  that  the  Action  Plan  is  in  progress  and  includes 
implementation  programs  for  the  next  10  years. 

•  An  Open  Space  Vision  for  San  Francisco  (explanatory  document  (PDF) 

http://sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2009/OPENSPACEVISIONFORSANFRANCISC 

Ofinai.pdf).  The  Open  Space  Vision's  goals  are  to  meet  the  challenges  of  the  future  by  establishing 
(1)  new  open  spaces  in  high-need  areas;  (2)  quality  experiences  on  existing  open  spaces;  (3)  an 
active,  accessible  and  connected  waterfront  open  space  system;  (4)  a  cross-town  trail  that 
celebrates  diverse  urban  nature  and  allows  for  both  human  and  wildlife  movement;  (5)  revitalized 
and  activated  destination  open  spaces;  (6)  a  system  of  linear  open  spaces  and  day-lighted  creeks; 
and  (7)  connectivity — a  system  of  public  transit  and  green  streets  connecting  people  to  open  space. 

•  Goals,  objectives,  and  policies  for  the  next  twenty-five  years  that  encompass  three  main  ideas  (1 ) 
making  the  most  of  what  we  have,  (2)  filling  in  the  gaps,  and  (3)  utilizing  our  strongest  asset,  the 
community  (presentation  page  5). 

•  Objectives  include  (1)  achieving  a  high  performance  open  space  system;  (2)  acquiring  and 
prioritization  of  new  open  spaces  with  current  funding  constraints;  (3)  improving  access  and 
connectivity  to  open  space  by  reviewing  the  street  and  trail  network;  (4)  enhancing  biodiversity;  (5) 
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engaging  the  community  to  partner  in  efforts;  and  (6)  governance  and  maintenance  of  recreational 
and  open  space  facilities  (presentation  pages  7-11).  Ms.  Haryati  discussed  the  importance  of 
engaging  City  departments  to  reach  goals  and  objectives 


•  Next  Steps  and  timeline  for  public  participation  and  the  open  space  framework.  It  was  explained 
that  the  Action  Plan  is  scheduled  to  be  available  for  review  and  comment  in  the  next  three  or  four 
months  (presentation  pages  12  -13).  Ms.  Haryati  discussed  joint  collaboration  efforts  between 
multiple  agencies  to  discuss  implementation  strategies  for  the  Action  Plan. 

Ms.  Flores  stated  that  many  of  the  Plan's  objectives  support  environmental  goals  and  cited  examples 
that  include  protecting  and  enhancing  biodiversity,  establishing  a  regional  network,  green  connectors, 
and  green  alleys  and  streets.  Ms.  Flores  stated  that  feedback  on  how  the  objectives  and  policies  can 
further  address  environmental  goals  is  welcome.  Ms.  Haryati  discussed  the  Public  Utilities 
Commission's  (PUC)  urban  stormwater  program  as  an  important  environmental  goal  that  would  be 
achieved  through  open  space. 

Commissioner  Martin  reported  that  she  would  provide  individual  comments  on  energy,  recycling,  water 
conservation,  biodiversity,  and  on  the  wildlife  components  of  the  Plan.  Recommendations  discussed 
include: 

•  Review  how  strong  the  language  is  on  page  38  of  the  Plan  in  terms  of  lighting,  energy,  water- 
conservation,  and  plant  choices  to  acknowledge  and  prioritize  natives. 

•  Review  environmental  justice  issues  as  it  relates  to  areas  of  flooding  and  smells  from  PUC 
operations.  Ms.  Haryati  reported  that  the  Open  Space  Round  Table  has  provided  a  forum  for  City 
departments  to  discuss  opportunities  and  challenges  surrounding  these  types  of  issues. 

•  Include  zero  waste  support  (recycling  and  composting)  within  open  spaces  including  city  sidewalks 
and  street  events. 

•  McLaren  Park-lack  of  programming  or  lack  of  knowledge  about  programming.  Ms.  Flores  reported 
that  this  recommendation  would  relate  to  how  to  revitalize  existing  underutilized  spaces.  Ms. 
Haryati  reported  that  Nature  in  the  City  has  programming  information  about  McLaren  Park  that 
could  be  more  widely  publicized  throughout  the  community.  It  was  explained  that  there  could  be  an 
opportunity  for  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  website  to  provide  this  information  in  a  user- 
friendly  way. 

•  Offer  designated  paved  areas  for  groups  to  use  on  a  regular  basis  so  an  activity  is  continuously 
taking  place  that  would  attract  people  from  a  wide  spectrum  and  not  necessarily  require  special 
programming.  Ms.  Haryati  reported  on  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department's  facility  inventory  that 
is  used  to  identify  staffing  requirements,  but  explained  that  the  inventory  has  not  been  used  to 
review  programming  partnership  opportunities.  Ms.  Haryati  indicated  that  groups  might  be  more 
inclined  to  plan  activities  if  it  were  not  for  the  burden  of  permitting  requirements  and  having  to 
provide  revenue  to  the  City  to  use  these  areas. 


Making  it  possible  for  food  vendors  to  be  reliably  available  in  the  park  so  it  is  a  planned  destination 
for  visitors  and  would  also  provide  an  economic  opportunity. 
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•  Provide  connections  to  the  water  either  through  16  or  17  and  Cesar  Chavez  Streets  or  from  the 
Dogpatch  area  into  the  Mission  District. 

•  Coordinate  the  greenway  on  Lawton  Street  in  the  Sunset  District  with  the  Bike  Plan's  connector  on 
Kirkham  Street.  Ms.  Haryati  reported  that  the  exact  locations  shown  in  the  Vision  Map  were  meant 
to  be  conceptual  and  were  intended  to  identify  four  or  five  green  corridors. 

•  The  Plan  should  support  a  cohesive  planting  palate  whether  it  is  on  people's  private  property  or  the 
public  right  of  way.  Information  should  be  provided  about  which  flora  and  fauna  are  endangered  or 
imperiled  in  different  parts  of  town.  It  was  explained  that  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  (PUC)  is 
starting  to  offer  information  on  their  Geographic  Information  Systems  (GIS)  about  what  plants  are  to 
be  encouraged  in  certain  areas.  Ms.  Haryati  reported  that  the  Department  of  Public  Works  (DPW)  is 
improving  their  sidewalk  permitting  program  by  making  available  a  user-friendly  manual  on  planting 
recommendations.  Ms.  Haryati  reported  on  the  Community  Challenge  Grant  incentive  to  transform 
concrete  sidewalks  to  sidewalk  plantings.  Ms.  Flores  discussed  how  the  Better  Streets  Plan  would 
provide  direction  in  this  area. 

•  Inquired  whether  there  would  be  a  reference  to  open  space  for  waterways  in  order  to  attract  people 
to  the  water  to  better  appreciate  marine  wildlife,  explore  the  ocean  and  bay,  and  to  increase 
appreciation  and  information  especially  in  terms  of  environmental  stewardship.  Are  there  enough 
opportunities  for  boating  if  there  is  limited  marina  space,  whether  boats,  boat  sharing,  kayaking 
support  would  be  feasible?  Ms.  Haryati  reported  that  the  approach  is  land-  based  but  that  inner 
land  water  bodies  are  encompassed  as  open  space.  It  was  explained  that  there  would  be  a  need 
for  special  programming  because  of  accessibility  and  other  related  issues.  Discussions  will  be  held 
with  the  relevant  groups  to  discuss  these  aspects  of  the  Plan.  Commissioner  Martin  recommended 
adding  language  addressing  measurement  of  access,  e.g.,  do  we  have  enough  or  too  much  marina 
space,  is  there  environmental  justice  equality  for  access  in  the  water?  A  recommendation  was 
made  to  outreach  to  Surfrider  Foundation,  a  group  that  cares  about  water  quality  because  they  surf 
and  who  may  be  interested  in  providing  input  into  policies  surrounding  the  land  strategies  as  there 
is  a  direct  correlation  to  land  and  water  pollution.  Commissioner  Gravanis  suggested  outreach  to 
the  Blue  Greenway,  a  group  that  is  involved  in  the  water  trail,  boating  and  public  access,  and  who 
could  provide  input  in  this  area.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  boating  and  public  access 
would  have  to  be  planned  carefully  to  allow  for  seasonal  closures  when  there  is  nesting  season. 
There  is  a  need  to  find  the  right  balance  so  that  people  can  get  close  enough  to  the  resource  and 
learn  about  it  but  not  get  too  close  to  cause  harm.  Chair  Wald  recommended  outreach  and 
providing  education  to  anglers  who  fish  at  the  piers  on  water  quality  issues  and  how  it  can  be 
affected  by  land-based  activities.  Ms.  Haryati  stated  that  this  is  an  interesting  point  for  local  food 
production. 

•  Recommended  that  the  Department  of  Environment's  Toxics  Reduction  program  staff  review  the 
Plan  and  provide  recommendations.  Chair  Wald  inquired  whether  the  Department  of  the 
Environment  would  provide  a  focused  detailed  review  of  this  Plan  as  they  have  on  other  planning 
documents.  Acting  Director  Assmann  stated  that  there  is  no  formal  process  for  review  of  the  Plan, 
but  requested  that  a  Word  document  be  provided  to  him  to  send  to  program  managers  for  input. 
Commissioner  Martin  recommended  that  a  Department  of  Environment  staff  member  join  the 
Roundtable  discussions. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis's  recommendations  included: 

•  Review  and  connect  all  content.  One  section  states  that  park  lighting  should  be  environmentally 
efficient,  provide  safety  and  security  to  park  users,  while  also  protecting  wildlife  and  natural  areas 
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from  light  pollution.  Another  section  emphasizes  adequate  lighting  for  safety  so  there  should  be 
discussion  about  how  to  connect  the  concepts  together.  Ms.  Haryati  reported  that  a  group  at  the 
upcoming  SPUR  workshop  would  be  reviewing  the  entire  Plan.  Chair  Wald  recommended  that  the 
review  should  be  of  all  topics,  not  just  limited  to  one  topic. 

•  Policy  4.1  on  sustainable  development-add  green  building,  solid  waste  management,  and  zero 
waste.  Policy  4.1  does  not  belong  in  a  section  called  biodiversity  and  should  be  in  its  own  section 
on  sustainability  that  goes  into  more  depth  on  the  topic.  Biodiversity  should  be  its  own  section  to 
focus  in  more  depth  on  natural  areas  and  biological  communities. 

•  Reported  on  public  comment  received  from  Nature  in  the  City  on  the  proposed  rewrite  of  Objective 
4.  Ms.  Flores  requested  that  comments  be  sent  by  email  so  that  the  planner  assigned  to  revising 
the  draft  plan  can  review  recommendations  to  determine  what  is  feasible.  (Explanatory  Document: 
Public  Comment  Received  from  Nature  in  the  City  (Word) 

http://sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironmeniymeetinqs/pc/supportinq/2009/NatureintheCitvPublicComm 
oc) 

•  Refine  policies  and  reach  consensus  before  actions  are  taken  that  might  not  achieve  what  is 
intended. 

•  Reference  the  current  Open  Space  Element  to  determine  what  is  worth  preserving  that  may  have 
been  misplaced  in  the  new  Plan,  e.g.,  in  reference  to  the  total  quantity  of  open  space,  there  was  a 
standard  referred  to  of  ten  acres  per  1 ,000  people,  which  was  acknowledged  as  unrealistic  for  San 
Francisco.  At  the  time  the  last  version  was  approved,  it  was  estimated  that  there  were  5.5  acres 
per  1,000  people  and  that  the  per  capita  amount  of  open  space  should  be  increased.  That  language 
is  not  in  the  current  plan  and  there  is  no  target  set  to  work  toward.  There  is  language  about  how  to 
keep  up  with  increasing  population  and  growth  and  the  need  to  apply  more  open  space,  but  no 
target  to  work  toward.  It  was  recommended  that  the  responsibility  for  meeting  the  goal  be  given  to 
someone  to  establish  an  idea  of  what  is  required.  Ms.  Haryati  stated  that  there  is  an  immediate 
need  to  qualify  our  shared-goal  prior  to  quantifying  and  planning  for  how  to  reach  targets.  It  was 
explained  that  the  last  Element  did  not  have  an  action  plan  for  reaching  the  goal  or  to  measure 
progress.  Ms.  Flores  explained  that  there  are  finite  resources  so  priorities  would  have  to  be  set  on 
where  to  focus  the  resources.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  you  would  not  receive  funding 
without  putting  the  information  into  the  area  plan.  Supported  working  on  the  Housing  Plan  and 
Open  Space  Plan  at  the  same  time  and  explained  that  the  estimate  of  how  many  acres  were 
needed  per  1000  people  was  based  on  a  time  when  people  had  more  private  open  space. 

•  Review  the  Plan's  references  to  "where  something  happened  recently"  because  it  won't  make 
sense  to  someone  reading  it  20  years  from  now. 

•  Not  to  use  the  term  high-performing  open  spaces  because  it  commodifies  it.  Reference  to  text  that 
states  "high  performing  open  spaces  are  those  that  provide  a  high-level  of  surface  to  their  users." 

•  Requested  a  word  document  in  order  to  provide  comments  in  track  changes. 

•  Ocean  Beach--no  mention  of  the  endangered  snowy  plover  and  danger  from  off-leash  dogs. 

•  Policy  3.6  "Maintain,  restore  and  expand  the  Urban  Forest" — no  reference  cited  that  there  are 
places  where  trees  do  not  belong  for  the  sake  of  biodiversity.  Multiple  sections  should  be  reviewed 
to  coordinate  references  to  tree  planting  and  preservation  with  other  sections  that  reference  the 
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need  for  places  for  the  red  tailed  hawk  to  forage  because  if  everything  is  covered  with  trees,  they 
won't  be  able  to  see  and  catch  the  gopher  that  they  need  to  eat. 

•  More  internal  consistency  needed. 

•  Policy  4.4  "Protect  and  restore  wetlands  and  riparian  areas."  No  reference  to  protecting  and 
restoring  grasslands,  coast  scrub,  etc.  All  habitat  areas  should  be  treated  the  same  and  make  it 
clear  that  if  you  want  biodiversity,  you  have  to  have  habitat  biodiversity,  not  just  wetlands  and 
riparian  areas. 

•  Inquired  about  the  use  of  the  term  "programming."  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  reported  that  her  definition 
of  programming  would  include  staffing  at  parks,  for  tournaments,  activities,  and  to  make  sure 
equipment  was  available,  etc.  and  did  not  see  the  reference  that  staffing  would  be  required  to  guide 
activities.  Another  aspect  of  programming  would  be  to  schedule  events  for  everyday  folks,  after 
school  programs,  etc.  that  would  require  not  only  space,  but  staffing.  Ms.  Haryati  explained  that 
programming  support  is  spelled  out  in  the  Action  Plan.  A  discussion  was  held  on  the  opportunity  for 
community  partners  to  staff  programs  in  addition  to  internal  staff.  Ms.  Haryati  stated  that  there  is  a 
commitment  to  include  this  type  of  programming  in  the  Plan.  It  was  explained  that  the  Recreation 
and  Park  Department  is  doing  a  programming  inventory  exercise  which  would  be  shared  with  the 
Committee  once  it  is  complete. 

Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  that  Map  2  of  proposed  open  space  reminds  him  of  a  map  of  what 
could  be  underwater  as  a  result  of  climate  change  and  asked  whether  potential  impacts  to  open  space 
were  considered  if  sea  rise  would  be  as  much  as  predicted.  It  was  explained  that  the  red  area  around 
Hunters  Point  Shipyard  and  Mission  Bay  Area — all  of  these  projections  will  be  underwater  in  a  short 
time  so  it  may  be  something  that  should  be  addressed  in  some  way.  Even  Treasure  Island  is  a  couple 
of  feet  above  the  bay  at  this  point. 

Chair  Wald  discussed  the  feasibility  of  staying  current  with  a  25-year  update  and  recommended  a 
review  of  goals  in  at  least  15  years  if  not  sooner  to  see  what  can  be  done  to  meet  the  25-year  target. 
Ms.  Flores  reported  that  the  Action  Plan  is  a  5  -  10  year  plan.  Ms.  Haryati  recommended  creating  a 
regular  system  of  updates. 

Ms.  Flores  reported  that  there  is  a  review  and  comment  period  and  that  comments  would  be  due  by  the 
end  of  September.  In  October,  Ms.  Exline,  the  Project  Planner,  would  be  reviewing  the  comments, 
making  revisions  as  appropriate  and  scheduling  meetings  with  City  agencies  to  discuss  the  vision  and 
comments.  Ms.  Haryati  stated  that  she  wants  to  ensure  that  the  Plan  receives  proper  input  and  is 
based  upon  the  agreed  upon  vision  and  policy  documents.  It  was  explained  that  the  City  department 
Action  Plan  round  table  would  be  scheduled  in  the  near  term  because  of  climate  change  and  initial  work 
toward  creating  an  Action  Plan  the  departments  will  need  to  perform. 

6.  Announcements.  (Discussion)  Commissioner  Martin  reported  that  she,  her  neighbors,  and 
neighboring  businesses  were  excited  about  having  Sunday  Streets  on  her  street.  It  was  recommended 
that  there  be  closer  review  of  this  type  of  planning  as  it  provides  support  for  local  businesses  that  are 
getting  more  attention  from  Sunday  Street  participants. 

7.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion)  Chair  Wald  reported  that  she  would  not  be  able  to 
attend  the  July  13,  2009  meeting  due  to  a  scheduled  vacation.  July  13,  2009  Policy  Committee  agenda 
discussion-Chair  Wald  announced  that  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  would  be  sponsoring  the  Commission 
work  item  on  how  the  Commission  plans  for  and  conducts  Commission  meetings.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis 
reported  that  she  would  prepare  a  draft  of  specific  suggestions  before  the  meeting  so  it  can  be  a 
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possible  action  item  for  recommendation  to  the  full  Commission.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  requested  that 
the  outreach  letter  topic  be  broadened  to  include  discussion  on  how  to  increase  public  participation  in 
Commission  matters.  Chair  Wald  recommended  that  these  agenda  items  be  heard  in  the  following 
order  and  be  listed  as  separate  agenda  topics  (1 )  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  to  sponsor  the  Commission  work 
item — how  to  improve  Commission  meetings;  (2)  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  Commissioner  Martin  to 
sponsor  how  to  increase  public  participation  in  Commission  matters;  and  (3)  Mark  Westlund,  Program 
Outreach  Manager  to  discuss  with  the  Committee  refinement  of  the  outreach  ietter. 

Acting  Director  Assmann  explained  that  there  may  be  work  issues  to  discuss  surrounding  the  budget 
either  on  a  local  or  state  level.  It  was  reported  that  the  Department  of  Finance  has  recommended 
elimination  of  funding  for  the  Department  of  Conservation  that  would  include  funding  for  the 
Conservation  Corps,  cities  and  counties,  state  parks,  and  all  grants  (total  of  $200  million  in  funding). 

Commissioner  Martin  recommended  an  action  item  to  strategize  continuation  of  work  efforts  on  the 
Urban  Forest  Plan  as  well  as  an  update  on  the  status  of  the  Plan.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  recommended 
contacting  or  writing  a  letter  to  Mr.  Power  of  the  Planning  Department  who  is  the  project  manager  on 
the  Urban  Forest  Plan.  Acting  Director  Assmann  reported  that  the  Planning  Department  has  stopped 
all  work  on  the  Plan  because  of  budget  constraints.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  she  believes  the 
Council  will  be  reviewing  their  work  strategy  going  forward  and  would  like  to  see  what  can  be  done  to 
help  move  the  Plan  forward  either  through  the  Planning  Department  or  through  an  alternative  method. 
Commissioner  Martin  recommended  that  the  Committee  strategize  on  ways  to  move  parts  of  the  Plan 
forward,  particularly  efforts  surrounding  street  trees. 

8.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

9.  Adjournment.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  adjourned  at  7:28  p.m. 


Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission's  office,  11  Grove  Street,  San 
Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website 
http://sfgov.org/site/sfenvironment  meeting.asp?id=61005,  (3)  by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda 
item  above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  (5) 
via  e-mail  at  Monica. Fish(a)sfqov. org. 


Approved:  July  13,  2009 
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COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Jane 
MarieFrancis  Martin 

ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 
Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Committee  takes  action  on  any  item. 

1 .  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  June  8,  2009  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting.  (Explanatory 
Document:  June  8,  2009  Draft  Minutes  http://sfgov.org/site/sfenvironment  page.asp?id=i 06692)  (Discussion  and 
Action) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

4.  Status  and  Review  of  Strategies  for  Implementation  of  the  Urban  Forest  Plan.  Sponsor: 
Commissioner  Jane  Martin;  Speaker:  Andres  Power,  City  Design  Group,  Planning  Department 
(Discussion  and  Possible  Action) 

5.  Increasing  Participation  in  Commission  Meetings  and  Refinement  of  Commission  Questionnaire 
for  Recommendation  to  the  Full  Commission.  Sponsors:  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  Commissioner 
Martin;  Staff  Speaker:  Mark  Westlund,  Program  Outreach  Manager  (Explanatory  Document:  Draft 
Questionnaire)  (Discussion  and  Possible  Action) 

6.  Development  of  Recommendations  from  the  Policy  Committee  to  the  full  Commission 
Regarding  the  Operations  and  Practices  of  the  Full  Commission.  Sponsor:  Commissioner  Ruth 
Gravanis  (Discussion  and  Possible  Action) 

7.  Announcements.  (Discussion) 

8.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion) 

9.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

10.  Adjournment. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

The  next  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  meeting  is  scheduled  for  Monday,  August  10,  2009  at  5:00  p.m.  in  Room 
421,  City  Hall. 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1 )  the  Commission's  office,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between 
the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  meetinq.asp?id=61 005.  (3) 
by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item  above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355- 
3709,  or  (5)  via  e-mail  at  Monica.Fish(g)sfqov.orq  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting.  If  any  materials  related  to  an  item  on  this 
agenda  have  been  distributed  to  the  Commission  Policy  Committee  after  distribution  of  the  agenda  packet,  those  materials  are 
available  for  public  inspection  at  the  Department  of  the  Environment,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  during  normal  office 
hours  or  will  be  made  available  at  the  meeting  website  link  Policy  Committee's  website 

http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  meetinq.asp?id=61 005  as  links  to  the  agenda  or  meeting  minutes  (by  item). 


Important  Information 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this  meeting.  Please  be 
advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone, 
pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

NOTE:  Persons  unable  to  attend  the  meeting  may  submit  to  the  Committee,  by  the  time  the  proceedings  begin,  written 
comments  regarding  the  agenda  items  above.  These  comments  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  official  public  record  and  shall  be 
brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Committee  members.  Any  written  comments  should  be  sent  to:  Commission  Secretary  of  the 
Environment,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  or  by  email  at  Monica.Fish(5)sfgov.orq  by  5:00  p.m.  on  the  day  prior  to 
the  hearing.  Comments  which  cannot  be  delivered  to  the  Commission  Secretary  by  that  time,  may  be  taken  directly  to  the 
hearing  at  the  location  above.  When  bringing  handouts  to  meetings,  please  photocopy  on  both  sides  of  the  paper  and  try  to 
use  post-consumer  recycled  or  tree-free  paper.  Also,  please  bring  sufficient  copies  of  handouts  for  the  Committee,  the 
Commission  Secretary  and  the  public. 

Public  Comment 

At  this  time,  members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  items  of  interest  that  are  within  the  subject  matter  jurisdiction  of  the 
Committee  but  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  Public  comment  will  be  taken  following  each  agendized  item.  Each  member  of  the  public 
may  address  the  Committee  for  up  to  three  minutes,  unless  otherwise  announced  by  the  Chair.  If  it  is  demonstrated  that  the  comments 
by  the  public  will  exceed  15  minutes,  the  Chair  may  continue  Public  Comment  to  another  time  during  the  meeting. 

The  Brown  Act  forbids  the  Committee  from  taking  action  or  discussing  any  item  or  issue  not  appearing  on  the  posted  agenda.  This  rule 
applies  to  issues  raised  in  public  comment  as  well.  In  response  to  public  comment,  not  on  an  agendized  item,  the  Committee  is  limited 

to: 

1.  Briefly  responding  to  statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  the  public,  or 

2.  Request  staff  to  report  back  on  a  matter  at  a  subsequent  meeting,  or 

3.  Directing  staff  to  place  the  item  or  issue  on  a  future  agenda  (Government  Code  Section  54954.2(a).) 

Disability  Access 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  Meeting  will  be  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  421,  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place, 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102,  in  the  Civic  Center  area.  The  meeting  room  is  wheelchair  accessible.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station 
is  the  Civic  Center  Station  at  United  Nations  Plaza  and  Market  Street.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location  are:  #71 
Haight/Noriega  and  the  F  Line  to  Market  and  Van  Ness  and  the  Metro  Stations  at  Van  Ness  and  Market  and  at  Civic  Center.  For 
information  about  MUNI  accessible  services  call  (415)  923-6142.  There  is  accessible  curbside  parking  adjacent  to  City  Hall  on  Grove 
Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenue  and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Veterans  Building  at  401  Van  Ness  Avenue  adjacent  to  Davies  Hall  and  the  War 
Memorial  Complex. 

The  following  services  are  available  on  request  48  hours  prior  to  the  meeting;  except  for  Monday  meetings,  for  which  the  deadline  shall 
be  4:00  p.m.  of  the  last  business  day  of  the  preceding  week:  For  American  sign  language  interpreters  or  the  use  of  a  reader  during  a 
meeting,  a  sound  enhancement  system,  and/or  alternative  formats  of  the  agenda  and  minutes,  please  contact  Monica  Fish  at  (415) 
355-3709  to  make  arrangements  for  the  accommodation.  Late  requests  will  be  honored,  if  possible.  In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts 
to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple  chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at 
public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be  sensitive  to  various  chemical  based  products.  Please  help  the  City 
accommodate  these  individuals.  Individuals  with  chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities  should  call  the  Mayor's  Office  on  Disability  at 
(415)  554-6789  or  (415)  554-6799  (TTY)  for  further  information. 

Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code) 

Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards,  councils,  and  other 
agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are  conducted 
before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's  review.  For  more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine 
Ordinance  or  to  report  a  violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  Sunshine  Task  Force  Administrator, 
City  Hall,  Room  409,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  at  Phone  No.:  (415)  554-7724;  Fax  No.:  (415) 
554-7854;  E-mail:  sotf(5)sfqov.orq.  Copies  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the  Clerk  of  the  Sunshine  Task  Force,  the 
San  Francisco  Public  Library  and  on  the  City's  website  at  www.sfqov.org. 

Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements 

Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  administrative  action  may  be  required  by  the  San 
Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF  Campaign  &  Governmental  Conduct  Code  §2.100,  et.  seq]  to  register  and  report  lobbying  activity. 
For  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact  the  Ethics  Commission  at:  25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Second  Floor,  San 
Francisco,  CA  94102;  telephone  (415)  252-3100,  fax  (415)  252-3112;  web  site  atwww.sfgov.org/ethics. 


Posted:  July  6,  2009 
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COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Jane 
MarieFrancis  Martin 


1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  Meeting 
convened  at  5:07  p.m.  Present:  Committee  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  Commissioner  Martin;  Excused: 
Committee  Chair  Wald. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  June  8,  2009  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting.  (Discussion  and 
Action)  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Martin  and  second  by  Vice  Chair  Gravanis,  the  June  8,  2009 
Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  without  objection  (Absent:  Chair  Wald)  (Explanatory  Document:  June 
8,  2009  Approved  Minutes  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  page.asp?id=1 06692). 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

Mr.  Rony  Rolnizky  stated  that  he  is  a  resident  of  the  Forest  Knoll  neighborhood  near  the  Mount  Sutro 
forest,  which  University  of  California  San  Francisco  (UCSF)  proposes  through  the  use  of  Federal 
Emergency  Management  Association  (FEMA)  grant  funds,  to  clear  two  large  areas  of  the  forest.  Mr. 
Rolnizky  reported  on  neighborhood  concern  and  opposition  to  this  plan  and  that  he  is  here  today 
because  he  heard  that  the  Commission  has  an  advisory  position  on  green  spaces  and  the  urban  forest. 
It  was  stated  that  UCSF's  plan  has  been  in  progress  since  2001,  and  there  has  been  a  lack  of 
communication  within  the  neighborhood,  in  which  most  residents  found  out  about  the  plan  only  recently. 
Mr.  Rolnizky  discussed  the  high  visibility,  historic  value,  uniqueness,  and  neighborhood  appreciation  of 
the  Mount  Sutro  forest.  It  was  explained  that  UCSF's  plan  is  a  pre-disaster  plan;  however,  residents 
believe  that  the  area  will  be  more  of  a  fire  danger  once  the  eucalyptus  trees  are  clear-cut  and  replaced 
with  grass.  It  was  stated  that  additional  effort  and  expense  would  be  required  in  order  to  install  an 
irrigation  system  and  concern  was  expressed  with  the  plan  to  use  Roundup,  which  would  enter  the 
water,  life,  and  underground  streams. 

Mr.  Rolnizky  requested  that  there  be  a  City  requirement  for  an  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  and 
that  the  process  require  proper  citywide  posting  of  notices  and  be  more  open  to  public  comment  and 
concerns.  Mr.  Rolnizky  inquired  how  people  would  know  about  this  type  of  project  and  be  involved. 
Vice-Chair  Gravanis  reported  that  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  discussed  this  item  at  their  June  meeting, 
and  would  be  discussing  this  topic  at  a  future  meeting.  Commissioner  Martin  reported  that  the 
Committee  would  be  discussing  increasing  participation  at  Commission  and  Committee  meetings 
during  the  next  agenda  item.  Mr.  Rolnizky  reported  that  he  had  attended  the  Council's  meeting  and 
provided  public  comment,  and  expressed  his  concern  that  the  Urban  Forestry  Council,  who  is  one  of 
the  main  bodies  that  could  provide  input  into  this  project,  was  not  informed  of  the  plan  which  has  been 
in  progress  since  2001 . 
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Public  Comment:  Mr.  Andres  Power,  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  reported  that  UCSF  has  a 
regeneration  plan  for  the  area. 

4.  Status  and  Review  of  Strategies  for  Implementation  of  the  Urban  Forest  Plan.  Sponsor: 
Commissioner  Jane  Martin;  Speaker:  Andres  Power,  City  Design  Group,  Planning  Department 
(Discussion  and  Possible  Action) 

Commissioner  Martin  reported  on  the  Policy  Committee's  June  discussion  on  identifying  ways  to 
implement  and  fund  sections  of  the  Urban  Forest  Plan.  Commissioner  Martin  asked  Mr.  Power  to 
provide  a  description  of  what  the  Urban  Forest  Plan  is,  what  it  seeks  to  include,  how  it  could  potentially 
be  partially  implemented,  and  the  current  schedule.  Mr.  Power  reported  that  the  scope  of  the  Urban 
Forest  Master  Plan  was  to  take  a  comprehensive  look  at  the  green  structure  of  the  City,  which  includes 
trees,  landscaping  and  other  elements  within  the  public  right-of-way.  It  was  a  plan  that  was  designed  to 
tier  off  the  Better  Streets  Plan  in  order  to  provide  specific  detail  with  regards  to  trees  and  understory 
plantings  in  the  public  right-of-way.  The  goal  of  the  Plan  was  to  define  a  vision  in  terms  of  how  streets 
and  public  spaces  would  look  with  respect  to  the  green  structure,  and  its  vision  was  to  be  defined  by  a 
variety  of  inputs,  including  natural  ecology,  urban  design,  traffic-calming,  etc.  The  Plan  was  to  be  a 
comprehensive  policy  document  guided  by  all  important  inputs  to  establish  good  quality  of  life  in  San 
Francisco. 

Mr.  Power  reported  that  a  Request  for  Proposals  (RFP)  was  issued  approximately  a  year  and  a  half 
ago  to  hire  a  consultant  team  to  conduct  the  planning  effort,  identify  a  vision,  a  series  of  metrics  to 
reach  the  vision,  and  a  strategy  for  implementation.  There  was  a  huge  response  received  given  the 
budget  of  $200,000  for  the  project,  and  the  team  that  was  chosen  as  the  prime  consultant  was  EDAW 
along  with  a  series  of  sub-consultants  that  would  bring  in  expertise  on  the  natural  and  historical 
perspective  of  San  Francisco's  landscape  and  included  ecologists,  urban  foresters,  economists,  and 
arborists.  The  process  had  started  and  six  months  of  work  was  completed  and  nearing  the  point  of 
identifying  the  vision.  Then  a  Mayoral  directive  was  issued  to  all  departments  to  cut  costs  immediately, 
so  the  Planning  Department's  initial  cost-cutting  effort  included  cancelling  or  putting  on  hold  all 
consultant  contracts  in  order  to  maintain  as  much  staffing  as  possible.  The  Urban  Forest  Plan  fell  into 
this  category  and  as  a  result,  the  contract  with  EDAW  was  put  on  hold.  EDAW  did  give  a  commitment 
that  once  funding  was  reallocated,  that  they  would  be  willing  to  start  where  they  left  off. 

Mr.  Power  explained  that  departments  are  continuing  their  policy  to  not  contract  out  work  during  the 
economic  recession.  Planning  has  been  hit  hard  because  it  is  almost  entirely  funded  by  fee  revenue 
that  has  been  reduced  substantially  because  development  is  on  hold.  However,  the  Planning 
Department  is  committed  to  its  work  on  the  Plan,  and  there  is  a  lot  of  buy-in  from  the  involved  agencies 
that  have  jurisdiction  over  these  issues.  The  goal  now  is  to  identify  how  to  move  this  project  forward. 
Mr.  Power  explained  that  there  was  no  additional  funding  provided  from  the  Mayor's  Office  in  the  latest 
budget  revision  for  this  fiscal  year.  A  meeting  was  held  with  the  Department  of  the  Environment  staff  to 
start  the  conversation  about  how  to  be  strategic  in  leveraging  partnerships,  looking  at  elements  of  the 
original  scope,  and  figuring  out  methods  to  provide  deliverables  given  the  reduced  resources.  Meetings 
would  be  convened  again  in  mid  to  late  summer. 

Mr.  Power  stated  that  there  were  two  pieces  to  the  original  plan-the  first  part  was  to  establish  the  vision 
and  have  a  public  process  to  establish  the  vision,  and  the  second  phase  was  the  implementation 
document  on  how  to  reach  the  vision  from  where  we  are  now.  The  first  part  of  establishing  the  vision 
was  completed,  but  the  public  process  was  not  completed.  The  next  phase  was  to  produce 
implementation  strategies,  which  varied  from  amending  existing  Department  of  Public  Works  (DPW) 
and  Planning  codes,  regulations,  and  standards  that  would  affect  trees  and  landscaping  in  the  public 
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right-of-way  and  reviewing  how  jurisdictions  work  in  terms  of  division  of  public  and  private  responsibility 
for  trees  and  how  it  affects  long-term  management  of  the  urban  forest. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  Mr.  Power  if  a  draft  document  outlining  the  vision  was  available  for  public 
review.  Mr.  Power  reported  that  there  is  a  working  document  draft  that  he  would  provide,  but  it  is  not  in 
public  form.  It  was  explained  that  a  review  had  been  done  of  all  different  inputs  that  affect  how  trees 
should  be  planted,  e.g.,  ecological  issues,  seasonal  migratory  patterns  of  birds,  hydrology,  along  with 
urban  science  considerations.  However,  the  Plan  was  stopped  at  an  inopportune  time.  From  the 
$200,000  contract  to  complete  the  Plan,  $85,000  was  spent.  The  $200,000  did  not  include  .5  FTE  staff 
time  provided  by  the  Planning  Department. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  Mr.  Power  whether  the  overlays  that  were  mentioned  have  environmental 
benefits  in  which  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  and  Policy  Committee  could  be  involved  and 
provide  input.  Mr.  Power  reported  that  the  primary  driver  for  the  urban  design  part  of  the  Plan  included 
environmental  and  ecological  considerations  so  would  be  applicable  to  the  Commission's  venue. 
Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  the  requirement  for  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  to  produce  and 
update  the  Urban  Forest  Plan.  Urban  Forestry  Council  Coordinator  Hui  reported  that  the  Council  was 
charged  with  creating  an  Urban  Forest  Plan  by  its  enabling  ordinance.  The  Council  agreed  that  the 
Plan  that  was  developed  was  insufficient  as  it  was  not  enough  of  a  planning  document  that  specified 
objectives  and  how  they  would  be  met.  As  a  result,  the  Council  passed  a  Resolution  requesting  that 
the  Planning  Department  work  on  creating  the  Urban  Forest  Plan  and  making  it  part  of  the  General 
Plan.  Mr.  Power  reported  that  one  of  the  Council's  mandates  is  to  update  the  Plan.  Commissioner 
Martin  inquired  whether  it  is  part  of  the  City's  Master  Plan  requirements  to  have  an  Urban  Forest  Plan. 
Mr.  Power  reported  that  it  was  not. 

Commissioner  Martin  discussed  the  Policy  Committee's  June  meeting  discussion  on  the  Recreation 
and  Open  Space  Plan  and  inquired  whether  it  would  be  possible  for  the  Urban  Forest  Plan  to  piggyback 
on  another  live  project  such  as  this  one.  Mr.  Power  reported  that  the  decision  that  was  made  given  the 
funding  in-availability  was  that  it  would  be  a  disservice  to  the  overall  document  to  encompass  too  much 
scope.  The  agreement  made  on  the  project  scope  was  to  look  in  the  greatest  detail  at  City  rights-of- 
ways  and  secondarily  at  public  and  private  parcels  because  private  parcels  are  under  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Department  that  is  in  charge  of  forming  a  plan  for  them.  The  scope  would  include  looking  at 
relationships  to  Recreation  and  Park  Department  land  in  a  broader  context  so  that  specific 
recommendations  would  not  be  made,  but  that  Recreation  and  Park  spaces  would  be  reviewed  as  part 
of  the  package.  Mr.  Power  reported  that  Recreation  and  Park  Department  spaces  are  so  large  and  go 
beyond  the  issues  found  in  the  public  right-of-way,  so  given  the  consultant  team  and  funds  available, 
good  quality  recommendations  could  not  be  provided  to  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department.  Mr. 
Power  stated  that  as  part  of  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  obligation  bond  issued  in  2008,  there 
was  $5  million  allocated  to  urban  forest  efforts;  however,  the  language  in  that  bond  did  not  speak  to 
what  that  urban  forest  related  work  would  be.  Mr.  Power  reported  that  he  had  met  with  Recreation  and 
Park  Department  staff  and  recommended  that  they  augment  the  scope  of  the  Urban  Forest  Plan  as  a 
way  to  guide  their  work,  but  it  was  not  agreed  to  at  that  time. 

Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  guidance  should  be  provided  for  large  and  significant  public  and 
private  parcels.  Mr.  Power  explained  that  in  relation  to  large  parcels  and  in  places  like  GGNRA,  UCSF 
Campus,  and  Presidio,  there  was  a  call  to  integrate  existing  documents  into  a  Plan  so  it  is  a  single 
source  of  information,  but  no  funds  were  made  available  for  implementation.  It  was  explained  that  the 
same  consultant  team  that  was  hired  to  work  on  the  Urban  Forest  Plan  also  developed  a  plan  for  Mount 
Sutro.  Commissioner  Martin  inquired  whether  a  cost-savings  analysis  could  be  done  to  demonstrate 
savings  over  a  period  of  time  for  DPW  to  maintain  all  street  trees.  Mr.  Power  reported  that  the  second 
part  of  the  planned  scope  was  for  the  economist  to  make  this  type  of  analysis.  An  initial  analysis  was 
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made  on  how  much  is  spent  in  San  Francisco  in  comparison  with  other  cities  with  best  practices  in 
other  jurisdictions  across  the  country.  It  was  determined  that  San  Francisco  doesn't  spend  as  a  City 
that  much  less  per  capita  than  other  cities  such  as  New  York  or  Chicago  or  others  that  have  much  more 
robust  urban  forest  canopies.  The  question  was  why  and  where  inefficiencies  were  coming  from.  All 
the  cities  with  best  practices  have  management  approaches  in  which  the  city  was  the  sole  owner  and 
manager  of  the  urban  forest.  An  initial  analysis  was  made  on  if  the  City  would  assume  this  type  of 
responsibility,  what  it  would  cost  across  the  board,  per  parcel,  and  what  would  be  the  appropriate 
funding  structure  to  make  that  happen.  It  was  determined  that  the  cost  would  be  approximately  $50  or 
$75  annually  per  parcel.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  it  would  cost  a  property  owner  of  a  tree 
much  more  for  maintenance.  Mr.  Power  explained  that  private  individuals  would  have  to  contact  an 
arborist  to  work  on  the  tree  properly  and  discussed  the  inefficiencies  of  working  on  one  tree  at  a  time  as 
opposed  to  working  on  many. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  whether  it  was  possible  to  parcel  the  Plan  down  to  just  address  street 
trees  and  related  street  tree  legislation,  so  that  DPW  would  be  the  sole  agency  to  work  on  street  trees. 
Mr.  Power  discussed  the  Better  Streets  Plan  work  to  change  City  codes  as  it  relates  to  street  trees  and 
the  right-of-way  so  that  there  would  be  less  prohibition.  The  process  was  completed  and  a  DPW 
directive  order  was  written  on  street  tree  planting..  However,  a  robust  analysis  informing  the 
recommendation  is  needed,  which  is  something  that  can't  be  done  given  the  existing  resources. 

Commissioner  Martin  reported  that  DPW  currently  is  charged  with  maintenance  of  street  tree  streets 
and  are  now  more  aggressive  and  proactive  about  tree  planting  and  maintenance  unless  someone 
states  opposition.  It  was  recommended  that  there  be  a  model  for  a  more  robust  program  to 
incrementally  plant  trees  in  the  areas  of  least  resistance.  Mr.  Power  recommended  contacting  Ms. 
Carla  Short,  of  DPW's  Urban  Forestry  Division  to  discuss  this  topic  in  detail.  It  was  explained  that  in 
the  last  couple  of  years,  there  has  been  a  push  to  plant  as  many  trees  as  possible  through  the  "Trees 
for  Tomorrow"  program;  however,  DPW  is  close  to  maximizing  locations  to  plant  and  there  were 
challenges  finding  tree  locations  at  the  end  of  the  program  to  reach  the  5000  tree-planting  objective. 
Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  there  were  designated  locations  for  tree  planting  and  recommended 
that  locations  be  expanded.  Mr.  Power  reported  that  35%  of  the  City's  street-trees  are  maintained  by 
DPW,  and  the  rest  are  maintained  by  private  property  owners;  however,  those  trees  are  still  owned  by 
the  City.  By  damaging  the  trees  through  improper  pruning,  a  City  resource  is  damaged.  It  was 
explained  that  DPW  wants  to  assume  responsibility  for  all  street  trees,  but  there  isn't  available  funding. 

Commissioner  Martin  discussed  the  possibility  of  setting  up  a  program  in  which  a  majority  of  neighbors 
on  a  designated  number  of  blocks  decide  to  have  DPW  maintained  street  tree  streets  and  have  their 
utilities  undergrounded.  The  program  could  be  similar  to  a  Mello  Roos  or  other  type  of  self-assessment 
that  would  provide  for  DPW  to  take  on  this  responsibility.  The  program  could  be  well  constructed,  well- 
advertised  and  include  a  good  pilot.  Mr.  Power  discussed  the  precedent  set  in  other  cities  in  the  country 
on  establishment  of  a  lighting  and  landscaping  district,  similar  to  a  Commercial  Business  District  (CBD), 
which  is  a  defined  area  within  a  certain  boundary  that  is  required  to  pay  an  assessment  for  lighting  and 
landscaping.  Ms.  Hui  explained  that  districts  with  more  income  have  been  more  successful.  It  was 
reported  that  some  CBD's  have  an  opt-out  program  only  and  others  have  an  opt-in.  Depending  on  the 
income  the  CBD  has,  DPW  has  allowed  the  CBD  more  or  less  control  over  the  street  trees,  and  income 
is  related  to  the  sales  in  the  commercial  corridor.  Mr.  Power  reported  that  a  lighting  and  landscaping 
district  can  also  be  in  a  residential  district. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  the  Planning  Department  has  the  in-house  bandwidth  and  expertise  to 
work  on  legislative  ideas  since  the  work  on  the  Plan  should  be  done  in-house  through  City  staff  as 
opposed  to  working  with  consultants.  Mr.  Power  reported  that  the  Planning  Department  has  the 
bandwidth  and  expertise,  but  that  staff  allocation  has  to  be  a  decision  by  Department  management.  It 
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was  explained  that  management  would  probably  feel  that  funds  would  have  to  be  made  available  for 
staffing  to  this  particular  area,  but  recommended  speaking  to  the  Department  director.  Commissioner 
Martin  asked  how  the  Commission  and  Committee  could  communicate  support  for  continued  effort  on 
the  Plan  to  management.  Mr.  Power  recommended  inviting  the  director  to  a  meeting  to  discuss 
priorities  and  what  can  be  done  moving  forward. 

Mr.  Power  explained  that  $1 15,000  is  required  to  complete  the  Plan  as  scoped.  Commissioner  Martin 
asked  whether  Friends  of  City  Planning  might  be  interested  in  providing  donations.  Mr.  Power  reported 
that  Friends  of  City  Planning  has  not  historically  funded  work  that  they  believe  the  Department  or  City 
should  be  paying  for,  but  are  now  under  new  leadership  and  may  be  willing  to  fund  these  types  of 
projects;  however,  projects  that  have  been  previously  recommended  are  small,  in  the  $10,000  to 
$20,000  range.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  $10,000  may  be  effective  if  it  is  applied  to  just  work 
on  street  trees. 

Vice  Chair  Gravanis  asked  Mr.  Power  if  he  would  be  interested  in  participating  in  the  staff  work  required 
to  put  a  proposal  forth  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  facilitate  these  CBD's  or  at  least  start  pilots  so  that 
people  can  see  how  they  work.  Vice  Chair  Gravanis  considered  whether  the  best  way  to  move  forward 
was  by  beginning  with  pilots  that  would  provide  momentum  and  publicity  or  to  focus  on  an  economic 
analysis  that  proves  that  having  DPW  maintain  the  street  trees  rather  than  property  owners  is  more 
cost-effective  in  the  long  run.  Mr.  Power  recommended  a  review  of  the  fundamental  problem,  which  is 
the  management  structure  and  how  funds  are  attached  to  that  structure.  Mr.  Power  also  recommended 
allocating  funds  to  pilot  programs,  specifically  to  CBD's,  through  the  effort  of  the  existing  staff  structure 
and/or  neighborhood  groups.  Vice  Chair  Gravanis  asked  what  that  would  cost  in  terms  of  staff  time. 
Mr.  Power  stated  that  the  cost  could  not  be  determined  without  knowing  the  scope  of  work,  but  guessed 
that  it  may  cost  $35,000  to  $40,000  in  adequate  consultant  work  to  focus  only  on  the  question  of  the 
management  structure.  It  was  explained  that  this  effort  could  be  accomplished  by  City  staff,  but  may  be 
more  focused  on  economics  than  the  Planning  Department  staff  has  training  in,  so  other  City 
department  staff  with  that  type  of  expertise  could  be  pulled  in. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  what  can  be  done  within  the  City  agency  capacity  and  asked  that  Mr. 
Power  provide  ideas  that  have  a  particular  deliverable  for  how  sections  of  the  project  can  move  forward 
and  make  a  difference  on  the  street  now,  but  that  doesn't  replace  what  has  to  be  done  overall.  Mr. 
Power  reported  that  he  would  report  back  with  ideas.  Mr.  Power  reported  that  it  would  take  a  long  time 
before  a  recommendation  was  implemented  on  the  management  structure  question.  Commissioner 
Martin  recommended  that  Mr.  Power  provide  an  example  of  a  recommendation,  policy,  and  legislative 
language  and  suggested  a  partnership  with  a  neighborhood  group  that  wants  to  see  it  happen  at  least 
through  outreach.  Vice  Chair  Gravanis  recommended  outreach  to  Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest  (FUF)  to 
assist  with  fundraising  efforts.  Mr.  Power  explained  that  FUF  was  one  of  the  paid  consultants  working 
on  the  Urban  Forest  Plan. 

Vice  Chair  Gravanis  asked  Mr.  Power  for  ideas  of  how  the  Committee  or  full  Commission  could  help  in 
moving  the  Plan  forward.  Mr.  Power  recommended  that  stakeholders  attend  Planning  Commission 
budget  meetings  to  oppose  cancellation  of  work  on  the  Plan  in  the  future.  It  was  explained  that  there 
was  only  one  representative  of  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  that  attended  the  meeting  to  oppose  the 
budget  cuts  made  on  the  Plan.  Mr.  Mark  Westlund,  Department  of  the  Environment  Program  Outreach 
Manager  explained  that  historically,  the  urban  forest  is  one  of  the  harder  programs  to  find  funding  for 
because  programs  such  as  health  and  human  services  usually  take  precedence.  Commissioner  Martin 
asked  whether  the  Department  of  Public  Health  (DPH)  is  involved  in  the  Urban  Forest  Plan.  Mr.  Power 
explained  that  the  DPH  has  been  involved  in  providing  input  into  the  Better  Streets  Plan,  but  is  not  a 
key  sponsor  of  the  Urban  Forest  Plan.  A  discussion  was  held  on  New  York  City's  Plan,  which  has  a 
nexus  between  trees,  health,  social  behavior,  and  green  infrastructure. 
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Ms.  Hui  recommended  inviting  DPW  staff  to  discuss  the  care  that  they  provide  for  trees  and  to  make 
recommendations  for  change.  It  was  explained  that  through  the  "Trees  for  Tomorrow"  program,  DPW 
was  charged  with  planting  1000  trees  every  year  for  five  years,  and  the  program  was  actually 
completed  in  four  years.  DPW  took  over  a  lot  of  streets  to  complete  the  program  and  was  met  with 
resistance  from  people  getting  trees  that  they  did  not  want.  Mr.  Power  explained  that  some  of  the 
resistance  was  because  DPW  had  added  only  one  tree  to  a  block  with  six  existing  trees,  and 
maintenance  was  being  provided  for  only  the  one  tree,  not  for  the  existing  trees.  Ms.  Hui  reported  that 
in  some  cases  trees  were  taken  over  for  an  entire  street.  Mr.  Power  explained  that  an  analysis  was 
previously  done  of  what  it  would  cost  for  DPW  to  take  over  the  maintenance  for  all  trees,  and  that  it  is 
doable. 

Ms.  Hui  reported  that  fragmented  maintenance  has  to  do  with  increased  cost  between  departments. 
Ms.  Hui  reported  that  she  is  collecting  survey  responses  from  City  agencies  for  the  Annual  Urban 
Forest  Report  that  shows  that  departments  do  not  have  adequate  funding  to  take  care  of  the  trees  that 
are  under  their  jurisdiction,  but  they  are  being  contracted  by  other  agencies  and  departments  to  do 
work.  This  work  serves  as  a  funding  mechanism  for  the  department.  Mr.  Power  reported  that  no 
proposal  has  been  put  forward,  but  initial  talks  with  DPW  have  indicated  that  they  are  willing  to  take 
responsibility  over  all  trees  as  long  as  there  is  adequate  funding  and  staffing.  Commissioner  Martin 
asked  whether  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  would  be  willing  to  give  up  tree  care.  Ms.  Hui 
stated  that  she  believes  that  no  agency  would  see  their  urban  forest  budget  as  significant  to  their 
overall  departmental  operating  budget.  Ms.  Hui  also  reported  that  the  Recreation  and  Parks 
Department  has  issued  an  RFP  for  urban  forest  assessment  and  planning  as  part  of  the  Clean  and 
Safe  general  obligation  bond. 

Public  Comment:  Mr.  Rolnizky  inquired  about  the  recommendations  and  studies  made  on  the  Mount 
Sutro  Plan  by  EDAW.  Mr.  Power  reported  that  he  does  not  know  the  specifics  other  than  the  fact  that 
there  was  a  planning  effort  and  deliverable  made  to  UCSF.  Mr.  Westlund  reported  that  the  Plan  should 
be  available  to  the  public.  Mr.  Rolnizky  stated  that  the  budget  problems  and  irrigation  of  street  tree 
issues  discussed  today  relate  to  the  issue  of  the  Mount  Sutro  forest.  It  was  explained  that  the  forest  is 
self-irrigating  at  least  ten  months  of  the  year,  and  that  cleared  areas  that  were  returned  to  native  plants 
required  an  extensive  irrigation  system  with  constant  maintenance.  It  was  explained  that  the  grass 
areas  were  not  maintained,  and  most  of  the  forest  fires  occurred  from  grass  fires  from  barbecues  or  by 
people  living  in  the  area,  not  from  trees.  Mr.  Rolnizky  stated  that  most  residents  have  asked  to  leave 
Mount  Sutro  alone  and  save  the  government  the  money  for  extensive  maintenance.  Ms.  Hui  reported 
that  she  has  been  speaking  with  UCSF  and  would  provide  an  update  offline  since  this  item  is  not 
directly  on  today's  agenda. 

Commissioner  Martin  recapped  by  requesting  that  Mr.  Power  consider  alternatives  for  sections  of  the 
Plan  that  could  be  accomplished  by  the  Department  with  inside  City  staff  technical  consulting. 
Commissioner  Martin  also  asked  to  be  provided  with  ideas  so  that  a  better  conversation  can  be  held 
with  DPW,  Planning,  Recreation  and  Park  Department,  PUC,  and  other  agencies  that  have  jurisdiction 
over  trees.  Mr.  Power  reported  that  the  Planning  Department's  budget  was  heard  twice  by  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  Budget  Committee  and  would  be  heard  at  the  Board  of  Supervisors  meeting  on  Tuesday. 
Mr.  Westlund  reported  that  budget  approval  would  require  two  votes  of  approval  before  it  becomes 
final,  so  would  also  be  heard  the  following  Tuesday.  It  was  explained  that  there  is  usually  very  little 
change  that  would  take  place  at  this  point. 

Mr.  Rolnizky  asked  that  the  neighborhood  concern  of  removal  of  trees  at  Mount  Sutro  should  be  heard 
at  the  full  Commission.  Mr.  Westlund  explained  that  the  Planning  Department  is  charged  with  the 
environmental  impact  assessments,  and  that  the  City  Charter  precludes  the  Department  of  the 
Environment  from  weighing  in  on  land  use  issues  except  in  the  form  of  offering  a  Resolution  to  Planning 
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to  consider  preparing  an  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR).  Mr.  Westlund  stated  that  he  would 
confirm  with  the  City  Attorney  whether  even  this  was  possible.  Vice  Chair  Gravanis  reported  that  UCSF 
is  not  required  to  prepare  EIR's  for  all  projects.  Mr.  Rolnizky  stated  that  because  two-thirds  of  the  funds 
for  this  project  are  coming  from  FEMA,  an  environmental  review  is  required.  Commissioner  Martin 
stated  that  she  appreciates  Mr.  Rolnizky's  input  as  an  example  of  why  these  issues  are  important  and 
why  trees  on  public,  state,  and  private  property  should  be  considered  in  addition  to  street  trees.  Mr. 
Rolnizky  discussed  the  significant  impact  of  removing  3000  trees  on  the  environment  and  on  property 
value. 

Vice  Chair  Gravanis  asked  staff  to  prepare  a  Resolution  that  says  the  Policy  Committee  recommends 
to  the  full  Commission  that  it  pass  a  Resolution  stating  that  the  Commission  urges  the  Planning 
Department  to  place  a  high  priority  on  the  completion  of  the  Urban  Forest  Plan  and  realistic  portions  of 
it  should  be  expedited  once  funding  becomes  available.  Specifically,  the  Commission  would  like 
Planning  and  other  agencies  to  do  the  necessary  economic  analysis  of  having  one  agency  take  over 
the  maintenance  of  street  trees.  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Martin  and  second  by  Vice  Chair 
Gravanis,  a  Resolution  would  be  prepared  and  forwarded  to  the  Commission  for  recommendation 
(Absent:  Chair  Wald). 

5.  Increasing  Participation  in  Commission  Meetings  and  Refinement  of  Commission  Questionnaire 
for  Recommendation  to  the  Full  Commission.  Sponsors:  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  Commissioner 
Martin;  Staff  Speaker:  Mark  Westlund,  Program  Outreach  Manager  (Explanatory  Document:  Draft 
Questionnaire  (Word) 

http://sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/suppoi1inq/2009/Questionnaire070909.doc)  (Discussion  and 
Possible  Action) 

Vice  Chair  Gravanis  recommended  continuing  the  discussion  on  increasing  participation  in  Commission 
meetings  until  responses  to  the  questionnaire  have  been  received.  Commissioner  Martin  asked  Mr. 
Rolnizky  how  he  knew  about  the  meeting  today.  Mr.  Rolnizky  responded  that  he  had  received 
communication  from  a  member  of  his  neighborhood  group  about  the  meeting  and  attended  to  express 
his  concern  on  UCSF's  plan  for  Mount  Sutro.  Mr.  Rolnizky  recommended  increasing  participation  at 
meetings  by  sending  agenda  notices  to  neighborhood  groups.  Commissioners  agreed  that  the  focus  at 
today's  meeting  would  be  on  outreach  to  environmental  groups,  and  outreach  to  neighborhood  groups 
would  be  discussed  at  a  future  meeting. 

Mr.  Westlund  provided  the  Commissioners  with  a  cover  letter  and  questionnaire  for  review  (explanatory 
document  above).  Committee  members  provided  recommendations  for  refinement  to  the  Commission 
cover  letter  and  questionnaire  and  recommended  that  it  be  forwarded  to  the  full  Commission  for 
consideration  at  their  July  28th  meeting. 

6.  Development  of  Recommendations  from  the  Policy  Committee  to  the  full  Commission 
Regarding  the  Operations  and  Practices  of  the  Full  Commission.  Sponsor:  Commissioner  Ruth 
Gravanis  (Explanatory  Document:  Meeting  Operations  and  Practices)  (Word) 
http://sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2009/OperationsandPractices071309.doc 
Discussion  and  Possible  Action) 

Vice  Chair  Gravanis  presented  recommendations  to  improve  the  operations  and  practices  of  the 
Commission  and  Committees  (see  explanatory  document  above).  Topics  of  discussion  included: 

•    Continued  staff  use  of  the  existing  and  comprehensive  agenda  item  scheduling  form.  The 
sponsor  of  the  agenda  item  should  communicate  form  requirements  to  presenters,  e.g.  Power 
Point  requirements,  identifying  interested  parties  to  receive  agenda  notices,  presentation  time, 
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etc.  and  report  back  to  the  Commission  Secretary  via  the  scheduling  form.  Set  a  requirement 
that  no  item  will  be  scheduled  unless  a  completed  form  is  turned  in  a  designated  number  of 
days  before  the  meeting. 

•  Reducing  the  length  of  meetings  by  (1 )  prioritizing  agenda  items  by  established  criteria  and 
limiting  the  total  presentation  time  to  one  hour;  (2)  the  presenter  with  the  sponsor's  assistance 
should  identify  and  adhere  to  presentation  times  (a  default  of  ten  minutes  would  be  used  if  time 
is  not  provided);  (3)  listing  presentation  times  on  the  agenda  and  time  each  presenter;  (4) 
President  or  Chair  to  comment  at  the  beginning  of  each  agenda  item  on  whether  time  allotment 
is  sufficient  for  the  presenter  and  ask  the  Commission  Secretary  to  set  the  timer;  (5)  President 
or  Committee  Chair  to  approve  the  time  allotments  on  the  agenda;  (6)  submitting  written  reports 
whenever  possible;  and  (6)  determining  which  agenda  items  should  go  to  a  Committee  first  for  a 
longer  discussion. 

•  Schedule  and  identify  agenda  items  that  pertain  to  the  Bylaw's  requirements  for  the 
Commission  function;  e.g.,  Bylaws  Section  5  Function  states  that  "The  Commission  on  the 
Environment  shall  be  responsible  for  the  development  and  success  of  an  overall  sustainability 
strategy  for  the  City  of  San  Francisco.  It  shall  have  responsibility  for  the  development  of 
environmental  policies,  strategies,  practices  and  programs  for  the  Department  of  the 
Environment  in  San  Francisco.  Consistent  with  Section  4.1 18  of  the  City  Charter,  the 
Commission  shall  advise  other  city  agencies  and  work  with  them  to  reduce  negative  impacts  on 
the  environment  in  areas  of  their  jurisdiction  and  activities  and  augment  their  efforts  to 
communicate  environmental  issues  to  the  general  public"; 

•  Commissioner  sponsors  would  contact  the  Department  Director  or  Commission  President  and 
request  agenda  items  for  approval.  As  an  alternative,  Commissioners  could  send  requests  to 
the  Commission  Secretary  to  discuss  with  the  Commission  President  and  Director  during  the 
agenda  item  conference  call.  After  approval,  the  Commissioner  sponsors  would  then  send 
required  information  to  the  Commission  Secretary  via  a  scheduling  form. 

•  Resolution  preparation.  The  Commissioner  sponsor  would  work  directly  with  the  Program 
Manager  or  Staff  person  with  the  Commission  Secretary's  assistance  to  create  a  Resolution  as 
required. 

•  Commission  program  area  liaisons.  Mr.  Westlund  reported  that  the  concept  of  program  areas 
having  a  Commissioner  liaison  was  more  of  a  general  interest  exercise  but  did  not  have  a 
sustaining  structure.  Mr.  Westlund  stated  that  a  more  effective  approach  would  be  through 
selection  of  an  actual  issue  to  work  with  program  staff  on. 

•  Follow-up  on  a  Commissioner  request  for  action.  Mr.  Westlund  reported  that  all  Resolutions 
and  correspondence  that  would  be  forwarded  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  or  Mayor  is  sent  to 
the  Program  Area  Outreach  Manager  for  review  and  follow-up. 

•  Attendance  requirements.  Vice  Chair  Gravanis  discussed  the  possibility  of  stricter  attendance 
requirements  similar  to  other  Commissions  that  replace  Commissioners  if  they  miss  a  specified 
number  of  meetings.  Ms.  Fish  indicated  that  the  Commission  has  attendance  requirements  and 
read  the  Commission's  Attendance  Policy.  Vice  Chair  Gravanis  reported  that  no  action  is  taken 
to  enforce  attendance  requirements.  Ms.  Fish  inquired  whether  Committee  members  felt  the 
attendance  policy  should  be  added  to  the  Commission  Bylaws  and  indicated  that  a  stricter 
policy  could  be  offered  as  a  Bylaws  amendment. 
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•    Code  of  Conduct  during  meetings.  Cell  phones  should  be  turned  off  completely  during 
meetings;  and  avoid  personal  conversations  during  meetings;  Ms.  Fish  reported  that 
Commission  Secretaries  often  times  read  the  paragraph  listed  on  the  agenda  about  prohibiting 
cell  phone  use  at  the  start  of  the  meeting  and  offered  to  do  so.  Ms.  Fish  also  recommended 
creating  a  policy  as  part  of  a  Commissioner  orientation-packet  that  could  be  distributed  to  new 
and  existing  Commissioners. 

Vice  Chair  Gravanis  reported  that  she  would  provide  a  Policy  Committee  report  on  this  item  at  the  July 
28  Commission  meeting,  but  asked  that  no  action  be  taken  at  this  time.  Commissioner  Martin  asked  if 
there  was  any  preclusion  from  adding  presentation  times  on  the  agenda  for  each  speaker.  Ms.  Fish 
reported  that  she  has  seen  other  Commission  agendas  that  list  presentation  times  and  has  done  so  in 
the  past  and  could  request  that  this  be  done.  Commissioner  Martin  suggested  separating  the  aspect  of 
how  the  Commission  relates  to  the  public  into  the  outreach  component. 

7.  Announcements.  (Discussion)  Vice  Chair  Gravanis  announced  that  the  Farmer  Skipper  butterfly, 
which  has  not  been  identified  in  San  Francisco  County  since  1925  was  just  seen  on  Yerba  Buena 
Island  three  weeks  ago.  Commissioner  Martin  announced  that  there  is  an  outfit  that  has  written  a  book 
called  Sustainable  Communities  Guidelines,  and  they  are  looking  throughout  the  United  States  and 
elsewhere  for  examples  of  great  things  that  communities  are  doing.  Commissioner  Martin  learned  that 
the  Department  of  Conservation  has  a  program  to  do  sustainable  planning  in  California  cities  and 
stated  that  she  would  report  additional  information  on  this  program  to  the  Department  of  Environment. 

8.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion)  Commissioner  Martin  inquired  whether  there 
should  be  a  follow-up  on  the  Open  Space  Plan,  Bike  Plan  and  Urban  Forest  Plan.  Ms.  Fish  reported 
that  the  Committee  at  their  June  meeting  requested  that  Deputy  Director  Assmann  write  a  letter  of 
support  to  the  Municipal  Transportation  Authority  (MTA)  on  their  work  on  the  Bike  Plan.  Mr.  Westlund 
reported  that  Department  Director  Blumenfeld  recently  testified  at  the  MTA  in  favor  of  the  Bike  Plan. 

Ms.  Fish  reported  that  Deputy  Director  Assmann  had  sent  an  email  to  project  managers  asking  them  to 
review  the  Recreation  and  Open  Space  Plan  and  provide  comment  before  a  specific  date.  Vice  Chair 
Gravanis  stated  that  Commissioners  should  review  staff's  comments  at  a  future  Policy  Committee  or 
Commission  meeting  and  add  comments.  It  was  explained  that  the  deadline  to  submit  comments  to  the 
Planning  Department  is  the  end  of  September.  Vice  Chair  Gravanis  reported  that  Mr.  Brastow  from 
Nature  in  the  City  had  previously  submitted  written  comments  regarding  the  biodiversity  section  of  the 
plan  that  has  since  been  revised  and  that  she  would  like  to  submit  those  comments  to  Department  staff 
to  consider  in  their  comments.  Vice  Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  the  Recreation  and  Open  Space  Plan 
does  not  include  an  overall  section  on  sustainability  in  the  proposed  revision  except  for  the  comments 
provided  by  Mr.  Brastow  on  biodiversity  and  a  few  other  items.  Mr.  Westlund  recommended  that  a 
discussion  on  this  item  be  held  at  the  next  Policy  Committee  and  then  a  recommendation  could  be 
forwarded  to  the  Commission  for  endorsement  at  their  September  meeting. 

Vice  Chair  Gravanis  reported  that  she  would  contact  Ms.  Kass  about  scheduling  the  Hunters  Point 
Shipyard  Candlestick  Point  and  Treasure  Island  agenda  items.  It  was  explained  that  Treasure  Island 
just  produced  a  new  booklet  that  describes  their  interest  in  possibly  expanding  from  6000  to  8000  units, 
and  asked  that  the  Commission  review  proposed  changes. 

Vice  Chair  Gravanis  reported  on  public  comment  received  at  a  previous  Commission  meeting  from  Mr. 
Richard  Rothman  about  voter  pamphlets  being  sent  to  each  registered  voter  instead  of  one  per 
household,  and  asked  that  staff  review  whether  it  is  a  local  law  to  do  so.  It  was  explained  that  the  state 
sends  only  one  pamphlet  per  household,  so  it  could  not  be  a  state  law.  Mr.  Westlund  reported  that  the 
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Election  Code  should  be  reviewed  and  a  recommendation  could  be  made  to  change  the  law  through  a 
Board  of  Supervisors  sponsor. 

Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  she  would  like  to  agendize  on  an  annual  basis  a  calendar  of  agenda 
items  at  the  Policy  Committee  level  and  make  sure  that  bylaws  requirements  are  being  addressed 
through  these  agenda  items.  Commissioner  Martin  also  recommended  development  and  insuring 
success  of  an  overall  sustainable  strategy.  Vice  Chair  Gravanis  reported  that  a  Sustainability  Plan 
exists  in  the  Strategic  Plan,  but  only  lists  those  aspects  of  a  sound  environment  that  current  funding  is 
available  for.  Commissioner  Martin  requested  that  a  discussion  on  Sustainability  Plan  updates  be  a 
recurring  agenda  item  over  the  next  three  Policy  Committee  meetings.  Mr.  Westlund  reported  that  the 
initial  Sustainability  Plan  was  prepared  as  a  community  project  with  topic  experts  from  City  departments 
and  environmental  and  community  groups.  Vice  Chair  Gravanis  reported  that  the  Plan  needs  updating. 
Commissioner  Martin  recommended  inviting  speakers  that  are  outside  experts  to  the  meeting  to 
provide  suggestions.  Mr.  Westlund  reported  that  the  Department's  Annual  Report  provides  updates 
that  satisfy  the  mandates  of  Charter  language. 

9.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

10.  Adjournment.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  meeting  adjourned  at  8:05  p.m. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission's  office,  11  Grove  Street,  San 
Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website 
http://sfgov.org/site/sfenvironment  meeting.asp?id=61 005,  (3)  by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda 
item  above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  (5) 
via  e-mail  at  Monica. Fish(a)sfqov.orq. 


*Approved: 
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REGULAR  MEETING 

APPROVED  MINUTES  AUG  1  4  2009 

Monday,  July  13,  2009,  5:00  P.M. 
1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  City  Hall,  Room  421     g^jsj  FRANCISCO 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102  PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Jane 
MarieFrancis  Martin 


1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  Meeting 
convened  at  5:07  p.m.  Present:  Committee  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  Commissioner  Martin;  Excused: 
Committee  Chair  Wald. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  June  8,  2009  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting.  (Discussion  and 
Action)  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Martin  and  second  by  Vice  Chair  Gravanis,  the  June  8,  2009 
Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  without  objection  (Absent:  Chair  Wald)  (Explanatory  Document:  June 
8,  2009  Approved  Minutes  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  paqe.asp?id=1 06692). 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

Mr.  Rony  Rolnizky  stated  that  he  is  a  resident  of  the  Forest  Knoll  neighborhood  near  the  Mount  Sutro 
forest,  which  University  of  California  San  Francisco  (UCSF)  proposes  through  the  use  of  Federal 
Emergency  Management  Association  (FEMA)  grant  funds,  to  clear  two  large  areas  of  the  forest.  Mr. 
Rolnizky  reported  on  neighborhood  concern  and  opposition  to  this  plan  and  that  he  is  here  today 
because  he  heard  that  the  Commission  has  an  advisory  position  on  green  spaces  and  the  urban  forest. 
It  was  stated  that  UCSF's  plan  has  been  in  progress  since  2001,  and  there  has  been  a  lack  of 
communication  within  the  neighborhood,  in  which  most  residents  found  out  about  the  plan  only  recently. 
Mr.  Rolnizky  discussed  the  high  visibility,  historic  value,  uniqueness,  and  neighborhood  appreciation  of 
the  Mount  Sutro  forest.  It  was  explained  that  UCSF's  plan  is  a  pre-disaster  plan;  however,  residents 
believe  that  the  area  will  be  more  of  a  fire  danger  once  the  eucalyptus  trees  are  clear-cut  and  replaced 
with  grass.  It  was  stated  that  additional  effort  and  expense  would  be  required  in  order  to  install  an 
irrigation  system  and  concern  was  expressed  with  the  plan  to  use  Roundup,  which  would  enter  the 
water,  life,  and  underground  streams. 

Mr.  Rolnizky  requested  that  there  be  a  City  requirement  for  an  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  and 
that  the  process  require  proper  citywide  posting  of  notices  and  be  more  open  to  public  comment  and 
concerns.  Mr.  Rolnizky  inquired  how  people  would  know  about  this  type  of  project  and  be  involved. 
Vice-Chair  Gravanis  reported  that  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  discussed  this  item  at  their  June  meeting, 
and  would  be  discussing  this  topic  at  a  future  meeting.  Commissioner  Martin  reported  that  the 
Committee  would  be  discussing  increasing  participation  at  Commission  and  Committee  meetings 
during  the  next  agenda  item.  Mr.  Rolnizky  reported  that  he  had  attended  the  Council's  meeting  and 
provided  public  comment,  and  expressed  his  concern  that  the  Urban  Forestry  Council,  who  is  one  of 
the  main  bodies  that  could  provide  input  into  this  project,  was  not  informed  of  the  plan  which  has  been 
in  progress  since  2001 . 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 
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Public  Comment:  Mr.  Andres  Power,  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  reported  that  UCSF  has  a 
regeneration  plan  for  the  area. 

4.  Status  and  Review  of  Strategies  for  Implementation  of  the  Urban  Forest  Plan.  Sponsor: 
Commissioner  Jane  Martin;  Speaker:  Andres  Power,  City  Design  Group,  Planning  Department 
(Discussion  and  Possible  Action) 

Commissioner  Martin  reported  on  the  Policy  Committee's  June  discussion  on  identifying  ways  to 
implement  and  fund  sections  of  the  Urban  Forest  Plan.  Commissioner  Martin  asked  Mr.  Power  to 
provide  a  description  of  what  the  Urban  Forest  Plan  is,  what  it  seeks  to  include,  how  it  could  potentially 
be  partially  implemented,  and  the  current  schedule.  Mr.  Power  reported  that  the  scope  of  the  Urban 
Forest  Master  Plan  was  to  take  a  comprehensive  look  at  the  green  structure  of  the  City,  which  includes 
trees,  landscaping  and  other  elements  within  the  public  right-of-way.  It  was  a  plan  that  was  designed  to 
tier  off  the  Better  Streets  Plan  in  order  to  provide  specific  detail  with  regards  to  trees  and  understory 
plantings  in  the  public  right-of-way.  The  goal  of  the  Plan  was  to  define  a  vision  in  terms  of  how  streets 
and  public  spaces  would  look  with  respect  to  the  green  structure,  and  its  vision  was  to  be  defined  by  a 
variety  of  inputs,  including  natural  ecology,  urban  design,  traffic-calming,  etc.  The  Plan  was  to  be  a 
comprehensive  policy  document  guided  by  all  important  inputs  to  establish  good  quality  of  life  in  San 
Francisco. 

Mr.  Power  reported  that  a  Request  for  Proposals  (RFP)  was  issued  approximately  a  year  and  a  half 
ago  to  hire  a  consultant  team  to  conduct  the  planning  effort,  identify  a  vision,  a  series  of  metrics  to 
reach  the  vision,  and  a  strategy  for  implementation.  There  was  a  huge  response  received  given  the 
budget  of  $200,000  for  the  project,  and  the  team  that  was  chosen  as  the  prime  consultant  was  EDAW 
along  with  a  series  of  sub-consultants  that  would  bring  in  expertise  on  the  natural  and  historical 
perspective  of  San  Francisco's  landscape  and  included  ecologists,  urban  foresters,  economists,  and 
arborists.  The  process  had  started  and  six  months  of  work  was  completed  and  nearing  the  point  of 
identifying  the  vision.  Then  a  Mayoral  directive  was  issued  to  all  departments  to  cut  costs  immediately, 
so  the  Planning  Department's  initial  cost-cutting  effort  included  cancelling  or  putting  on  hold  all 
consultant  contracts  in  order  to  maintain  as  much  staffing  as  possible.  The  Urban  Forest  Plan  fell  into 
this  category  and  as  a  result,  the  contract  with  EDAW  was  put  on  hold.  EDAW  did  give  a  commitment 
that  once  funding  was  reallocated,  that  they  would  be  willing  to  start  where  they  left  off. 

Mr.  Power  explained  that  departments  are  continuing  their  policy  to  not  contract  out  work  during  the 
economic  recession.  Planning  has  been  hit  hard  because  it  is  almost  entirely  funded  by  fee  revenue 
that  has  been  reduced  substantially  because  development  is  on  hold.  However,  the  Planning 
Department  is  committed  to  its  work  on  the  Plan,  and  there  is  a  lot  of  buy-in  from  the  involved  agencies 
that  have  jurisdiction  over  these  issues.  The  goal  now  is  to  identify  how  to  move  this  project  forward. 
Mr.  Power  explained  that  there  was  no  additional  funding  provided  from  the  Mayor's  Office  in  the  latest 
budget  revision  for  this  fiscal  year.  A  meeting  was  held  with  the  Department  of  the  Environment  staff  to 
start  the  conversation  about  how  to  be  strategic  in  leveraging  partnerships,  looking  at  elements  of  the 
original  scope,  and  figuring  out  methods  to  provide  deliverables  given  the  reduced  resources.  Meetings 
would  be  convened  again  in  mid  to  late  summer. 

Mr.  Power  stated  that  there  were  two  pieces  to  the  original  plan~the  first  part  was  to  establish  the  vision 
and  have  a  public  process  to  establish  the  vision,  and  the  second  phase  was  the  implementation 
document  on  how  to  reach  the  vision  from  where  we  are  now.  The  first  part  of  establishing  the  vision 
was  completed,  but  the  public  process  was  not  completed.  The  next  phase  was  to  produce 
implementation  strategies,  which  varied  from  amending  existing  Department  of  Public  Works  (DPW) 
and  Planning  codes,  regulations,  and  standards  that  would  affect  trees  and  landscaping  in  the  public 
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right-of-way  and  reviewing  how  jurisdictions  work  in  terms  of  division  of  public  and  private  responsibility 
for  trees  and  how  it  affects  long-term  management  of  the  urban  forest. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  Mr.  Power  if  a  draft  document  outlining  the  vision  was  available  for  public 
review.  Mr.  Power  reported  that  there  is  a  working  document  draft  that  he  would  provide,  but  it  is  not  in 
public  form.  It  was  explained  that  a  review  had  been  done  of  all  different  inputs  that  affect  how  trees 
should  be  planted,  e.g.,  ecological  issues,  seasonal  migratory  patterns  of  birds,  hydrology,  along  with 
urban  science  considerations.  However,  the  Plan  was  stopped  at  an  inopportune  time.  From  the 
$200,000  contract  to  complete  the  Plan,  $85,000  was  spent.  The  $200,000  did  not  include  .5  FTE  staff 
time  provided  by  the  Planning  Department. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  Mr.  Power  whether  the  overlays  that  were  mentioned  have  environmental 
benefits  in  which  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  and  Policy  Committee  could  be  involved  and 
provide  input.   Mr.  Power  reported  that  the  primary  driver  for  the  urban  design  part  of  the  Plan  included 
environmental  and  ecological  considerations  so  would  be  applicable  to  the  Commission's  venue. 
Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  the  requirement  for  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  to  produce  and 
update  the  Urban  Forest  Plan.  Urban  Forestry  Council  Coordinator  Hui  reported  that  the  Council  was 
charged  with  creating  an  Urban  Forest  Plan  by  its  enabling  ordinance.  The  Council  agreed  that  the 
Plan  that  was  developed  was  insufficient  as  it  was  not  enough  of  a  planning  document  that  specified 
objectives  and  how  they  would  be  met.  As  a  result,  the  Council  passed  a  Resolution  requesting  that 
the  Planning  Department  work  on  creating  the  Urban  Forest  Plan  and  making  it  part  of  the  General 
Plan.  Mr.  Power  reported  that  one  of  the  Council's  mandates  is  to  update  the  Plan.  Commissioner 
Martin  inquired  whether  it  is  part  of  the  City's  Master  Plan  requirements  to  have  an  Urban  Forest  Plan. 
Mr.  Power  reported  that  it  was  not. 

Commissioner  Martin  discussed  the  Policy  Committee's  June  meeting  discussion  on  the  Recreation 
and  Open  Space  Plan  and  inquired  whether  it  would  be  possible  for  the  Urban  Forest  Plan  to  piggyback 
on  another  live  project  such  as  this  one.  Mr.  Power  reported  that  the  decision  that  was  made  given  the 
funding  in-availability  was  that  it  would  be  a  disservice  to  the  overall  document  to  encompass  too  much 
scope.  The  agreement  made  on  the  project  scope  was  to  look  in  the  greatest  detail  at  City  rights-of- 
ways  and  secondarily  at  public  and  private  parcels  because  private  parcels  are  under  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Department  that  is  in  charge  of  forming  a  plan  for  them.  The  scope  would  include  looking  at 
relationships  to  Recreation  and  Park  Department  land  in  a  broader  context  so  that  specific 
recommendations  would  not  be  made,  but  that  Recreation  and  Park  spaces  would  be  reviewed  as  part 
of  the  package.  Mr.  Power  reported  that  Recreation  and  Park  Department  spaces  are  so  large  and  go 
beyond  the  issues  found  in  the  public  right-of-way,  so  given  the  consultant  team  and  funds  available, 
good  quality  recommendations  could  not  be  provided  to  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department.  Mr. 
Power  stated  that  as  part  of  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  obligation  bond  issued  in  2008,  there 
was  $5  million  allocated  to  urban  forest  efforts;  however,  the  language  in  that  bond  did  not  speak  to 
what  that  urban  forest^related  work  would  be.  Mr.  Power  reported  that  he  had  met  with  Recreation  and 
Park  Department  staff  and  recommended  that  they  augment  the  scope  of  the  Urban  Forest  Plan  as  a 
way  to  guide  their  work,  but  it  was  not  agreed  to  at  that  time. 

Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  guidance  should  be  provided  for  large  and  significant  public  and 
private  parcels.  Mr.  Power  explained  that  in  relation  to  large  parcels  and  in  places  like  GGNRA,  UCSF 
Campus,  and  Presidio,  there  was  a  call  to  integrate  existing  documents  into  a  Plan  so  it  is  a  single 
source  of  information,  but  no  funds  were  made  available  for  implementation.  It  was  explained  that  the 
same  consultant  team  that  was  hired  to  work  on  the  Urban  Forest  Plan  also  developed  a  plan  for  Mount 
Sutro.  Commissioner  Martin  inquired  whether  a  cost-savings  analysis  could  be  done  to  demonstrate 
savings  over  a  period  of  time  for  DPW  to  maintain  all  street  trees.  Mr.  Power  reported  that  the  second 
part  of  the  planned  scope  was  for  the  economist  to  make  this  type  of  analysis.  An  initial  analysis  was 
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made  on  how  much  is  spent  in  San  Francisco  in  comparison  with  other  cities  with  best  practices  in 
other  jurisdictions  across  the  country.  It  was  determined  that  San  Francisco  doesn't  spend  as  a  City 
that  much  less  per  capita  than  other  cities  such  as  New  York  or  Chicago  or  others  that  have  much  more 
robust  urban  forest  canopies.  The  question  was  why  and  where  inefficiencies  were  coming  from.  All 
the  cities  with  best  practices  have  management  approaches  in  which  the  city  was  the  sole  owner  and 
manager  of  the  urban  forest.  An  initial  analysis  was  made  on  if  the  City  would  assume  this  type  of 
responsibility,  what  it  would  cost  across  the  board,  per  parcel,  and  what  would  be  the  appropriate 
funding  structure  to  make  that  happen.  It  was  determined  that  the  cost  would  be  approximately  $50  or 
$75  annually  per  parcel.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  it  would  cost  a  property  owner  of  a  tree 
much  more  for  maintenance.  Mr.  Power  explained  that  private  individuals  would  have  to  contact  an 
arborist  to  work  on  the  tree  properly  and  discussed  the  inefficiencies  of  working  on  one  tree  at  a  time  as 
opposed  to  working  on  many. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  whether  it  was  possible  to  parcel  the  Plan  down  to  just  address  street 
trees  and  related  street  tree  legislation,  so  that  DPW  would  be  the  sole  agency  to  work  on  street  trees. 
Mr.  Power  discussed  the  Better  Streets  Plan  work  to  change  City  codes  as  it  relates  to  street  trees  and 
the  right-of-way  so  that  there  would  be  less  prohibition.  The  process  was  completed  and  a  DPW 
directive  order  was  written  on  street  tree  planting.  However,  a  robust  analysis  informing  the 
recommendation  is  needed,  which  is  something  that  can't  be  done  given  the  existing  resources. 

Commissioner  Martin  reported  that  DPW  currently  is  charged  with  maintenance  of  street  tree  streets 
and  are  now  more  aggressive  and  proactive  about  tree  planting  and  maintenance  unless  someone 
states  opposition.  It  was  recommended  that  there  be  a  model  for  a  more  robust  program  to 
incrementally  plant  trees  in  the  areas  of  least  resistance.  Mr.  Power  recommended  contacting  Ms. 
Carla  Short,  of  DPW's  Urban  Forestry  Division  to  discuss  this  topic  in  detail.  It  was  explained  that  in 
the  last  couple  of  years,  there  has  been  a  push  to  plant  as  many  trees  as  possible  through  the  "Trees 
for  Tomorrow"  program;  however,  DPW  is  close  to  maximizing  locations  to  plant  and  there  were 
challenges  finding  tree  locations  at  the  end  of  the  program  to  reach  the  5000  tree-planting  objective. 
Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  there  were  designated  locations  for  tree  planting  and  recommended 
that  locations  be  expanded.  Mr.  Power  reported  that  35%  of  the  City's  street-trees  are  maintained  by 
DPW,  and  the  rest  are  maintained  by  private  property  owners;  however,  those  trees  are  still  owned  by 
the  City.  By  damaging  the  trees  through  improper  pruning,  a  City  resource  is  damaged.  It  was 
explained  that  DPW  wants  to  assume  responsibility  for  all  street  trees,  but  there  isn't  available  funding. 

Commissioner  Martin  discussed  the  possibility  of  setting  up  a  program  in  which  a  majority  of  neighbors 
on  a  designated  number  of  blocks  decide  to  have  DPW  maintained  street  tree  streets  and  have  their 
utilities  undergrounded.  The  program  could  be  similar  to  a  Mello  Roos  or  other  type  of  self-assessment 
that  would  provide  for  DPW  to  take  on  this  responsibility.  The  program  could  be  well  constructed,  well- 
advertised  and  include  a  good  pilot.  Mr.  Power  discussed  the  precedent  set  in  other  cities  in  the  country 
on  establishment  of  a  lighting  and  landscaping  district,  similar  to  a  Commercial  Business  District  (CBD), 
which  is  a  defined  area  within  a  certain  boundary  that  is  required  to  pay  an  Assessment  for  lighting  and 
landscaping.  Ms.  Hui  explained  that  districts  with  more  income  have  been  more  successful.  It  was 
reported  that  some  CBD's  have  an  opt-out  program  only  and  others  have  an  opt-in.  Depending  on  the 
income  the  CBD  has,  DPW  has  allowed  the  CBD  more  or  less  control  over  the  street  trees,  and  income 
is  related  to  the  sales  in  the  commercial  corridor.  Mr.  Power  reported  that  a  lighting  and  landscaping 
district  can  also  be  in  a  residential  district. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  the  Planning  Department  has  the  in-house  bandwidth  and  expertise  to 
work  on  legislative  ideas  since  the  work  on  the  Plan  should  be  done  in-house  through  City  staff  as 
opposed  to  working  with  consultants.  Mr.  Power  reported  that  the  Planning  Department  has  the 
bandwidth  and  expertise,  but  that  staff  allocation  has  to  be  a  decision  by  Department  management.  It 
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was  explained  that  management  would  probably  feel  that  funds  would  have  to  be  made  available  for 
staffing  to  this  particular  area,  but  recommended  speaking  to  the  Department  director.  Commissioner 
Martin  asked  how  the  Commission  and  Committee  could  communicate  support  for  continued  effort  on 
the  Plan  to  management.   Mr.  Power  recommended  inviting  the  director  to  a  meeting  to  discuss 
priorities  and  what  can  be  done  moving  forward. 

Mr.  Power  explained  that  $11 5,000  is  required  to  complete  the  Plan  as  scoped.  Commissioner  Martin 
asked  whether  Friends  of  City  Planning  might  be  interested  in  providing  donations.  Mr.  Power  reported 
that  Friends  of  City  Planning  has  not  historically  funded  work  that  they  believe  the  Department  or  City 
should  be  paying  for,  but  are  now  under  new  leadership  and  may  be  willing  to  fund  these  types  of 
projects;  however,  projects  that  have  been  previously  recommended  are  small,  in  the  $10,000  to 
$20,000  range.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  $10,000  may  be  effective  if  it  is  applied  to  just  work 
on  street  trees. 

Vice  Chair  Gravanis  asked  Mr.  Power  if  he  would  be  interested  in  participating  in  the  staff  work  required 
to  put  a  proposal  forth  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  facilitate  these  CBD's  or  at  least  start  pilots  so  that 
people  can  see  how  they  work.  Vice  Chair  Gravanis  considered  whether  the  best  way  to  move  forward 
was  by  beginning  with  pilots  that  would  provide  momentum  and  publicity  or  to  focus  on  an  economic 
analysis  that  proves  that  having  DPW  maintain  the  street  trees  rather  than  property  owners  is  more 
cost-effective  in  the  long  run.  Mr.  Power  recommended  a  review  of  the  fundamental  problem,  which  is 
the  management  structure  and  how  funds  are  attached  to  that  structure.  Mr.  Power  also  recommended 
allocating  funds  to  pilot  programs,  specifically  to  CBD's,  through  the  effort  of  the  existing  staff  structure 
and/or  neighborhood  groups.  Vice  Chair  Gravanis  asked  what  that  would  cost  in  terms  of  staff  time. 
Mr.  Power  stated  that  the  cost  could  not  be  determined  without  knowing  the  scope  of  work,  but  guessed 
that  it  may  cost  $35,000  to  $40,000  in  adequate  consultant  work  to  focus  only  on  the  question  of  the 
management  structure.  It  was  explained  that  this  effort  could  be  accomplished  by  City  staff,  but  may  be 
more  focused  on  economics  than  the  Planning  Department  staff  has  training  in,  so  other  City 
department  staff  with  that  type  of  expertise  could  be  pulled  in. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  what  can  be  done  within  the  City  agency  capacity  and  asked  that  Mr. 
Power  provide  ideas  that  have  a  particular  deliverable  for  how  sections  of  the  project  can  move  forward 
and  make  a  difference  on  the  street  now,  but  that  doesn't  replace  what  has  to  be  done  overall.  Mr. 
Power  reported  that  he  would  report  back  with  ideas.  Mr.  Power  reported  that  it  would  take  a  long  time 
before  a  recommendation  was  implemented  on  the  management  structure  question.  Commissioner 
Martin  recommended  that  Mr.  Power  provide  an  example  of  a  recommendation,  policy,  and  legislative 
language  and  suggested  a  partnership  with  a  neighborhood  group  that  wants  to  see  it  happen  at  least 
through  outreach.  Vice  Chair  Gravanis  recommended  outreach  to  Friends  of  the  Urban  Forest  (FUF)  to 
assist  with  fundraising  efforts.  Mr.  Power  explained  that  FUF  was  one  of  the  paid  consultants  working 
on  the  Urban  Forest  Plan. 

Vice  Chair  Gravanis  asked  Mr.  Power  for  ideas  of  how  the  Committee  or  full  Commission  could  help  in 
moving  the  Plan  forward.  Mr.  Power  recommended  that  stakeholders  attend  Planning  Commission 
budget  meetings  to  oppose  cancellation  of  work  on  the  Plan  in  the  future.  It  was  explained  that  there 
was  only  one  representative  of  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  that  attended  the  meeting  to  oppose  the 
budget  cuts  made  on  the  Plan.  Mr.  Mark  Westlund,  Department  of  the  Environment  Program  Outreach 
Manager  explained  that  historically,  the  urban  forest  is  one  of  the  harder  programs  to  find  funding  for 
because  programs  such  as  health  and  human  services  usually  take  precedence.  Commissioner  Martin 
asked  whether  the  Department  of  Public  Health  (DPH)  is  involved  in  the  Urban  Forest  Plan.  Mr.  Power 
explained  that  the  DPH  has  been  involved  in  providing  input  into  the  Better  Streets  Plan,  but  is  not  a 
key  sponsor  of  the  Urban  Forest  Plan.  A  discussion  was  held  on  New  York  City's  Plan,  which  has  a 
nexus  between  trees,  health,  social  behavior,  and  green  infrastructure. 
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Ms.  Hui  recommended  inviting  DPW  staff  to  discuss  the  care  that  they  provide  for  trees  and  to  make 
recommendations  for  change.  It  was  explained  that  through  the  "Trees  for  Tomorrow"  program,  DPW 
was  charged  with  planting  1000  trees  every  year  for  five  years,  and  the  program  was  actually 
completed  in  four  years.  DPW  took  over  a  lot  of  streets  to  complete  the  program  and  was  met  with 
resistance  from  people  getting  trees  that  they  did  not  want.  Mr.  Power  explained  that  some  of  the 
resistance  was  because  DPW  had  added  only  one  tree  to  a  block  with  six  existing  trees,  and 
maintenance  was  being  provided  for  only  the  one  tree,  not  for  the  existing  trees.  Ms.  Hui  reported  that 
in  some  cases  trees  were  taken  over  for  an  entire  street.  Mr.  Power  explained  that  an  analysis  was 
previously  done  of  what  it  would  cost  for  DPW  to  take  over  the  maintenance  for  all  trees,  and  that  it  is 
doable. 

Ms.  Hui  reported  that  fragmented  maintenance  has  to  do  with  increased  cost  between  departments. 
Ms.  Hui  reported  that  she  is  collecting  survey  responses  from  City  agencies  for  the  Annual  Urban 
Forest  Report  that  shows  that  departments  do  not  have  adequate  funding  to  take  care  of  the  trees  that 
are  under  their  jurisdiction,  but  they  are  being  contracted  by  other  agencies  and  departments  to  do 
work.  This  work  serves  as  a  funding  mechanism  for  the  department.  Mr.  Power  reported  that  no 
proposal  has  been  put  forward,  but  initial  talks  with  DPW  have  indicated  that  they  are  willing  to  take 
responsibility  over  all  trees  as  long  as  there  is  adequate  funding  and  staffing.  Commissioner  Martin 
asked  whether  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  would  be  willing  to  give  up  tree  care.  Ms.  Hui 
stated  that  she  believes  that  no  agency  would  see  their  urban  forest  budget  as  significant  to  their 
overall  departmental  operating  budget.  Ms.  Hui  also  reported  that  the  Recreation  and  Parks 
Department  has  issued  an  RFP  for  urban  forest  assessment  and  planning  as  part  of  the  Clean  and 
Safe  general  obligation  bond. 

Public  Comment:  Mr.  Rolnizky  inquired  about  the  recommendations  and  studies  made  on  the  Mount 
Sutro  Plan  by  EDAW.  Mr.  Power  reported  that  he  does  not  know  the  specifics  other  than  the  fact  that 
there  was  a  planning  effort  and  deliverable  made  to  UCSF.  Mr.  Westlund  reported  that  the  Plan  should 
be  available  to  the  public.  Mr.  Rolnizky  stated  that  the  budget  problems  and  irrigation  of  street  tree 
issues  discussed  today  relate  to  the  issue  of  the  Mount  Sutro  forest.  It  was  explained  that  the  forest  is 
self-irrigating  at  least  ten  months  of  the  year,  and  that  cleared  areas  that  were  returned  to  native  plants 
required  an  extensive  irrigation  system  with  constant  maintenance.  It  was  explained  that  the  grass 
areas  were  not  maintained,  and  most  of  the  forest  fires  occurred  from  grass  fires  from  barbecues  or  by 
people  living  in  the  area,  not  from  trees.  Mr.  Rolnizky  stated  that  most  residents  have  asked  to  leave 
Mount  Sutro  alone  and  save  the  government  the  money  for  extensive  maintenance.  Ms.  Hui  reported 
that  she  has  been  speaking  with  UCSF  and  would  provide  an  update  offline  since  this  item  is  not 
directly  on  today's  agenda. 

Commissioner  Martin  recapped  by  requesting  that  Mr.  Power  consider  alternatives  for  sections  of  the 
Plan  that  could  be  accomplished  by  the  Department  with  inside  City  staff  technical  consulting. 
Commissioner  Martin  also  asked  to  be  provided  with  ideas  so  that  a  better  conversation  can  be  held 
with  DPW,  Planning,  Recreation  and  Park  Department,  PUC,  and  other  agencies  that  have  jurisdiction 
over  trees.  Mr.  Power  reported  that  the  Planning  Department's  budget  was  heard  twice  by  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  Budget  Committee  and  would  be  heard  at  the  Board  of  Supervisors  meeting  on  Tuesday. 
Mr.  Westlund  reported  that  budget  approval  would  require  two  votes  of  approval  before  it  becomes 
final,  so  would  also  be  heard  the  following  Tuesday.  It  was  explained  that  there  is  usually  very  little 
change  that  would  take  place  at  this  point. 

Mr.  Rolnizky  asked  that  the  neighborhood  concern  of  removal  of  trees  at  Mount  Sutro  should  be  heard 
at  the  full  Commission.  Mr.  Westlund  explained  that  the  Planning  Department  is  charged  with  the 
environmental  impact  assessments,  and  that  the  City  Charter  precludes  the  Department  of  the 
Environment  from  weighing  in  on  land  use  issues  except  in  the  form  of  offering  a  Resolution  to  Planning 
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to  consider  preparing  an  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR).  Mr.  Westlund  stated  that  he  would 
confirm  with  the  City  Attorney  whether  even  this  was  possible.  Vice  Chair  Gravanis  reported  that  UCSF 
is  not  required  to  prepare  EIR's  for  all  projects.  Mr.  Rolnizky  stated  that  because  two-thirds  of  the  funds 
for  this  project  are  coming  from  FEMA,  an  environmental  review  is  required.  Commissioner  Martin 
stated  that  she  appreciates  Mr.  Rolnizky's  input  as  an  example  of  why  these  issues  are  important  and 
why  trees  on  public,  state,  and  private  property  should  be  considered  in  addition  to  street  trees.  Mr. 
Rolnizky  discussed  the  significant  impact  of  removing  3000  trees  on  the  environment  and  on  property 
value. 

Vice  Chair  Gravanis  asked  staff  to  prepare  a  Resolution  that  says  the  Policy  Committee  recommends 
to  the  full  Commission  that  it  pass  a  Resolution  stating  that  the  Commission  urges  the  Planning 
Department  to  place  a  high  priority  on  the  completion  of  the  Urban  Forest  Plan  and  realistic  portions  of 
it  should  be  expedited  once  funding  becomes  available.  Specifically,  the  Commission  would  like 
Planning  and  other  agencies  to  do  the  necessary  economic  analysis  of  having  one  agency  take  over 
the  maintenance  of  street  trees.  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Martin  and  second  by  Vice  Chair 
Gravanis,  a  Resolution  would  be  prepared  and  forwarded  to  the  Commission  for  recommendation 
(Absent:  Chair  Wald). 

5.  Increasing  Participation  in  Commission  Meetings  and  Refinement  of  Commission  Questionnaire 
for  Recommendation  to  the  Full  Commission.  Sponsors:  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  Commissioner 
Martin;  Staff  Speaker:  Mark  Westlund,  Program  Outreach  Manager  (Explanatory  Document:  Draft 
Questionnaire  (Word) 

http://sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supporti nq/2009/Questionnaire070909.doc)  (Discussion  and 
Possible  Action) 

Vice  Chair  Gravanis  recommended  continuing  the  discussion  on  increasing  participation  in  Commission 
meetings  until  responses  to  the  questionnaire  have  been  received.  Commissioner  Martin  asked  Mr. 
Rolnizky  how  he  knew  about  the  meeting  today.  Mr.  Rolnizky  responded  that  he  had  received 
communication  from  a  member  of  his  neighborhood  group  about  the  meeting  and  attended  to  express 
his  concern  on  UCSF's  plan  for  Mount  Sutro.  Mr.  Rolnizky  recommended  increasing  participation  at 
meetings  by  sending  agenda  notices  to  neighborhood  groups.  Commissioners  agreed  that  the  focus  at 
today's  meeting  would  be  on  outreach  to  environmental  groups,  and  outreach  to  neighborhood  groups 
would  be  discussed  at  a  future  meeting. 

Mr.  Westlund  provided  the  Commissioners  with  a  cover  letter  and  questionnaire  for  review  (explanatory 
document  above).  Committee  members  provided  recommendations  for  refinement  to  the  Commission 
cover  letter  and  questionnaire  and  recommended  that  it  be  forwarded  to  the  full  Commission  for 
consideration  at  their  July  28th  meeting. 

6.  Development  of  Recommendations  from  the  Policy  Committee  to  the  full  Commission 
Regarding  the  Operations  and  Practices  of  the  Full  Commission.  Sponsor:  Commissioner  Ruth 
Gravanis  (Explanatory  Document:  Meeting  Operations  and  Practices)  (Word) 

http://sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2009/OperationsandPractices071309.doc 

Discussion  and  Possible  Action) 

Vice  Chair  Gravanis  presented  recommendations  to  improve  the  operations  and  practices  of  the 
Commission  and  Committees  (see  explanatory  document  above).  Topics  of  discussion  included: 

•    Continued  staff  use  of  the  existing  and  comprehensive  agenda  item  scheduling  form.  The 
sponsor  of  the  agenda  item  should  communicate  form  requirements  to  presenters,  e.g.  Power 
Point  requirements,  identifying  interested  parties  to  receive  agenda  notices,  presentation  time, 
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etc.  and  report  back  to  the  Commission  Secretary  via  the  scheduling  form.  Set  a  requirement 
that  no  item  will  be  scheduled  unless  a  completed  form  is  turned  in  a  designated  number  of 
days  before  the  meeting. 

•  Reducing  the  length  of  meetings  by  (1 )  prioritizing  agenda  items  by  established  criteria  and 
limiting  the  total  presentation  time  to  one  hour;  (2)  the  presenter  with  the  sponsor's  assistance 
should  identify  and  adhere  to  presentation  times  (a  default  of  ten  minutes  would  be  used  if  time 
is  not  provided);  (3)  listing  presentation  times  on  the  agenda  and  time  each  presenter;  (4) 
President  or  Chair  to  comment  at  the  beginning  of  each  agenda  item  on  whether  time  allotment 
is  sufficient  for  the  presenter  and  ask  the  Commission  Secretary  to  set  the  timer;  (5)  President 
or  Committee  Chair  to  approve  the  time  allotments  on  the  agenda;  (6)  submitting  written  reports 
whenever  possible;  and  (6)  determining  which  agenda  items  should  go  to  a  Committee  first  for  a 
longer  discussion. 

•  Schedule  and  identify  agenda  items  that  pertain  to  the  Bylaw's  requirements  for  the 
Commission  function;  e.g.,  Bylaws  Section  5  Function  states  that  "The  Commission  on  the 
Environment  shall  be  responsible  for  the  development  and  success  of  an  overall  sustainability 
strategy  for  the  City  of  San  Francisco.  It  shall  have  responsibility  for  the  development  of 
environmental  policies,  strategies,  practices  and  programs  for  the  Department  of  the 
Environment  in  San  Francisco.  Consistent  with  Section  4.1 18  of  the  City  Charter,  the 
Commission  shall  advise  other  city  agencies  and  work  with  them  to  reduce  negative  impacts  on 
the  environment  in  areas  of  their  jurisdiction  and  activities  and  augment  their  efforts  to 
communicate  environmental  issues  to  the  general  public"; 

•  Commissioner  sponsors  would  contact  the  Department  Director  or  Commission  President  and 
request  agenda  items  for  approval.  As  an  alternative,  Commissioners  could  send  requests  to 
the  Commission  Secretary  to  discuss  with  the  Commission  President  and  Director  during  the 
agenda  item  conference  call.  After  approval,  the  Commissioner  sponsors  would  then  send 
required  information  to  the  Commission  Secretary  via  a  scheduling  form. 

•  Resolution  preparation.  The  Commissioner  sponsor  would  work  directly  with  the  Program 
Manager  or  Staff  person  with  the  Commission  Secretary's  assistance  to  create  a  Resolution  as 
required. 

•  Commission  program  area  liaisons.  Mr.  Westlund  reported  that  the  concept  of  program  areas 
having  a  Commissioner  liaison  was  more  of  a  general  interest  exercise  but  did  not  have  a 
sustaining  structure.  Mr.  Westlund  stated  that  a  more  effective  approach  would  be  through 
selection  of  an  actual  issue  to  work  with  program  staff  on. 

•  Follow-up  on  a  Commissioner  request  for  action.  Mr.  Westlund  reported  that  all  Resolutions 
and  correspondence  that  would  be  forwarded  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  or  Mayor  is  sent  to 
the  Program  Area  Outreach  Manager  for  review  and  follow-up. 

•  Attendance  requirements.  Vice  Chair  Gravanis  discussed  the  possibility  of  stricter  attendance 
requirements  similar  to  other  Commissions  that  replace  Commissioners  if  they  miss  a  specified 
number  of  meetings.  Ms.  Fish  indicated  that  the  Commission  has  attendance  requirements  and 
read  the  Commission's  Attendance  Policy.  Vice  Chair  Gravanis  reported  that  no  action  is  taken 
to  enforce  attendance  requirements.  Ms.  Fish  inquired  whether  Committee  members  felt  the 
attendance  policy  should  be  added  to  the  Commission  Bylaws  and  indicated  that  a  stricter 
policy  could  be  offered  as  a  Bylaws  amendment. 
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•    Code  of  Conduct  during  meetings.  Cell  phones  should  be  turned  off  completely  during 
meetings  and  avoid  personal  conversations  during  meetings.  Ms.  Fish  reported  that 
Commission  Secretaries  often  times  read  the  paragraph  listed  on  the  agenda  about  prohibiting 
cell  phone  use  at  the  start  of  the  meeting  and  offered  to  do  so.  Ms.  Fish  also  recommended 
creating  a  policy  as  part  of  a  Commissioner  orientation-packet  that  could  be  distributed  to  new 
and  existing  Commissioners. 

Vice  Chair  Gravanis  reported  that  she  would  provide  a  Policy  Committee  report  on  this  item  at  the  July 
28  Commission  meeting,  but  asked  that  no  action  be  taken  at  this  time.  Commissioner  Martin  asked  if 
there  was  any  preclusion  from  adding  presentation  times  on  the  agenda  for  each  speaker.  Ms.  Fish 
reported  that  she  has  seen  other  Commission  agendas  that  list  presentation  times  and  has  done  so  in 
the  past  and  could  request  that  this  be  done.  Commissioner  Martin  suggested  separating  the  aspect  of 
how  the  Commission  relates  to  the  public  into  the  outreach  component. 

7.  Announcements.  (Discussion)  Vice  Chair  Gravanis  announced  that  the  Farmer  Skipper  butterfly, 
which  has  not  been  identified  in  San  Francisco  County  since  1925  was  just  seen  on  Yerba  Buena 
Island  three  weeks  ago.  Commissioner  Martin  announced  that  there  is  an  outfit  that  has  written  a  book 
called  Sustainable  Communities  Guidelines,  and  they  are  looking  throughout  the  United  States  and 
elsewhere  for  examples  of  great  things  that  communities  are  doing.  Commissioner  Martin  learned  that 
the  Department  of  Conservation  has  a  program  to  do  sustainable  planning  in  California  cities  and 
stated  that  she  would  report  additional  information  on  this  program  to  the  Department  of  Environment. 

8.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion)  Commissioner  Martin  inquired  whether  there 
should  be  a  follow-up  on  the  Open  Space  Plan,  Bike  Plan  and  Urban  Forest  Plan.  Ms.  Fish  reported 
that  the  Committee  at  their  June  meeting  requested  that  Deputy  Director  Assmann  write  a  letter  of 
support  to  the  Municipal  Transportation  Authority  (MTA)  on  their  work  on  the  Bike  Plan.  Mr.  Westlund 
reported  that  Department  Director  Blumenfeld  recently  testified  at  the  MTA  in  favor  of  the  Bike  Plan. 

Ms.  Fish  reported  that  Deputy  Director  Assmann  had  sent  an  email  to  project  managers  asking  them  to 
review  the  Recreation  and  Open  Space  Plan  and  provide  comment  before  a  specific  date.  Vice  Chair 
Gravanis  stated  that  Commissioners  should  review  staff's  comments  at  a  future  Policy  Committee  or 
Commission  meeting  and  add  comments.  It  was  explained  that  the  deadline  to  submit  comments  to  the 
Planning  Department  is  the  end  of  September.  Vice  Chair  Gravanis  reported  that  Mr.  Brastow  from 
Nature  in  the  City  had  previously  submitted  written  comments  regarding  the  biodiversity  section  of  the 
plan  that  has  since  been  revised  and  that  she  would  like  to  submit  those  comments  to  Department  staff 
to  consider  in  their  comments.  Vice  Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  the  Recreation  and  Open  Space  Plan 
does  not  include  an  overall  section  on  sustainability  in  the  proposed  revision  except  for  the  comments 
provided  by  Mr.  Brastow  on  biodiversity  and  a  few  other  items.  Mr.  Westlund  recommended  that  a 
discussion  on  this  item  be  held  at  the  next  Policy  Committee  and  then  a  recommendation  could  be 
forwarded  to  the  Commission  for  endorsement  at  their  September  meeting. 

Vice  Chair  Gravanis  reported  that  she  would  contact  Ms.  Kass  about  scheduling  the  Hunters  Point 
Shipyard  Candlestick  Point  and  Treasure  Island  agenda  items.  It  was  explained  that  Treasure  Island 
just  produced  a  new  booklet  that  describes  their  interest  in  possibly  expanding  from  6000  to  8000  units, 
and  asked  that  the  Commission  review  proposed  changes. 

Vice  Chair  Gravanis  reported  on  public  comment  received  at  a  previous  Commission  meeting  from  Mr. 
Richard  Rothman  about  voter  pamphlets  being  sent  to  each  registered  voter  instead  of  one  per 
household,  and  asked  that  staff  review  whether  it  is  a  local  law  to  do  so.  It  was  explained  that  the  state 
sends  only  one  pamphlet  per  household,  so  it  could  not  be  a  state  law.  Mr.  Westlund  reported  that  the 
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Election  Code  should  be  reviewed  and  a  recommendation  could  be  made  to  change  the  law  through  a 
Board  of  Supervisors  sponsor. 

Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  she  would  like  to  agendize  on  an  annual  basis  a  calendar  of  agenda 
items  at  the  Policy  Committee  level  and  make  sure  that  bylaws  requirements  are  being  addressed 
through  these  agenda  items.  Commissioner  Martin  also  recommended  development  and  insuring 
success  of  an  overall  sustainable  strategy.  Vice  Chair  Gravanis  reported  that  a  Sustainability  Plan 
exists  in  the  Strategic  Plan,  but  only  lists  those  aspects  of  a  sound  environment  that  current  funding  is 
available  for.  Commissioner  Martin  requested  that  a  discussion  on  Sustainability  Plan  updates  be  a 
recurring  agenda  item  over  the  next  three  Policy  Committee  meetings.  Mr.  Westlund  reported  that  the  ^ 
initial  Sustainability  Plan  was  prepared  as  a  community  project  with  topic  experts  from  City  departments  | 
and  environmental  and  community  groups.  Vice  Chair  Gravanis  reported  that  the  Plan  needs  updating. 
Commissioner  Martin  recommended  inviting  speakers  that  are  outside  experts  to  the  meeting  to 
provide  suggestions.  Mr.  Westlund  reported  that  the  Department's  Annual  Report  provides  updates 
that  satisfy  the  mandates  of  Charter  language. 

9.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

10.  Adjournment.  The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  meeting  adjourned  at  8:05  p.m. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission's  office,  11  Grove  Street,  San 
Francisco,  California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website 
http://sfgov.org/site/sfenvironment  meeting.asp?id=61005,  (3)  by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda 
item  above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709,  or  (5) 
via  e-mail  at  Monica. Fish(3>sfqov.orq. 


'Approved:  August  10,  2009 
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CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
POLICY  COMMITTEE 

NOTICE  OF  REGULAR  MEETING  AND  AGENDA 
Monday,  August  10,  2009,  5:00  P.M. 
City  Hall,  Room  421 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Jane 
vlarieFrancis  Martin 

ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 
Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Committee  takes  action  on  any  item. 

1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  July  13,  2009  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting.  (Explanatory 
Document:  July  13,  2009  Draft  Minutes  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  paqe.asp?id=1 08370)  (Discussion  and 
Action) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

4.  San  Francisco's  Sustainability  Plan.  Sponsor:  Commissioner  Jane  Martin,  Speakers:  Stephen 
Coyle,  AIA,  LEED  AP,  Principal,  Town  Green,  Oakland,  CA  (10  minutes);  David  Assmann,  Deputy 
Director  and  Mark  Westlund,  Public  Outreach  Program  Manager  (5  minutes)  (Informational 
Presentation  and  Discussion) 

5.  Urban  Accord  Actions  10-12  Urban  Nature.  Review  of  Department  of  the  Environment  Staff 
Comments  on  the  Recreation  and  Open  Space  Plan  (ROSE)  for  Recommendation  to  the 
Commission  on  the  Environment.  Sponsors:  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  Commissioner  Jane  Martin; 
Speaker:  David  Assmann,  Deputy  Director  (10  minutes)  (Discussion  and  Action) 

6.  Development  of  Recommendations  from  the  Policy  Committee  to  the  full  Commission 
Regarding  the  Operations  and  Practices  of  the  Full  Commission.  (Continued  from  the  July  13, 
2009  Meeting)  (Explanatory  Document:  Speaker  Presentation  Time  Proposal  (Word) 

http://sfqov.Org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/m 

Sponsor/Speaker:  Commissioner  Ruth  Gravanis  (3  minutes)  (Discussion  and  Action) 

7.  Approval  of  addition  of  Speaker  Presentation  Times  to  Committee  Agendas.  Sponsor: 
Commissioner  Jane  Martin  (3  minutes)  (Discussion  and  Action) 

8.  Announcements.  (Discussion) 

9.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion) 

10.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

1 1 .  Adjournment. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary,  TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

The  next  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  meeting  is  scheduled  for  Monday,  September  14,  2009  at  5:00  p.m.  in 
Room  421,  City  Hall. 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1 )  the  Commission's  office,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between 
the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  meetinq.asp?id=61 005,  (3) 
by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item  above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355- 
3709,  or  (5)  via  e-mail  at  Monica.Fish(a)sfqov.orq  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting.  If  any  materials  related  to  an  item  on  this 
agenda  have  been  distributed  to  the  Commission  Policy  Committee  after  distribution  of  the  agenda  packet,  those  materials  are 
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available  for  public  inspection  at  the  Department  of  the  Environment,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  during  normal  office 
hours  or  will  be  made  available  at  the  meeting  website  link  Policy  Committee's  website 

http://sfgov.org/site/sfenvironment  meetinq.asp?id=61 005  as  links  to  the  agenda  or  meeting  minutes  (by  item). 

Important  Information 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this  meeting.  Please  be 
advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone, 
pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

NOTE:  Persons  unable  to  attend  the  meeting  may  submit  to  the  Committee,  by  the  time  the  proceedings  begin, 
written  comments  regarding  the  agenda  items  above.  These  comments  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  official  public 
record  and  shall  be  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Committee  members.  Any  written  comments  should  be  sent 
to:  Commission  Secretary  of  the  Environment,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  or  by  email  at 
Monica.Fish@sfgov.org  by  5:00  p.m.  on  the  day  prior  to  the  hearing.  Comments  which  cannot  be  delivered  to  the 
Commission  Secretary  by  that  time,  may  be  taken  directly  to  the  hearing  at  the  location  above.  When  bringing 
handouts  to  meetings,  please  photocopy  on  both  sides  of  the  paper  and  try  to  use  post-consumer  recycled  or 
tree-free  paper.  Also,  please  bring  sufficient  copies  of  handouts  for  the  Committee,  the  Commission  Secretary 
and  the  public. 

Public  Comment 

At  this  time,  members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  items  of  interest  that  are  within  the  subject  matter  jurisdiction  of  the 
Committee  but  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  Public  comment  will  be  taken  following  each  agendized  item.  Each  member  of  the  public 
may  address  the  Committee  for  up  to  three  minutes,  unless  otherwise  announced  by  the  Chair.  If  it  is  demonstrated  that  the  comments 
by  the  public  will  exceed  15  minutes,  the  Chair  may  continue  Public  Comment  to  another  time  during  the  meeting. 

The  Brown  Act  forbids  the  Committee  from  taking  action  or  discussing  any  item  or  issue  not  appearing  on  the  posted  agenda.  This  rule 
applies  to  issues  raised  in  public  comment  as  well.  In  response  to  public  comment,  not  on  an  agendized  item,  the  Committee  is  limited 

to: 

1.  Briefly  responding  to  statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  the  public,  or 

2.  Request  staff  to  report  back  on  a  matter  at  a  subsequent  meeting,  or 

3.  Directing  staff  to  place  the  item  or  issue  on  a  future  agenda  (Government  Code  Section  54954.2(a).) 

Disability  Access 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  Meeting  will  be  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  421,  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  Sai 
Francisco,  CA  94102,  in  the  Civic  Center  area.  The  meeting  room  is  wheelchair  accessible.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station  is  the 
Civic  Center  Station  at  United  Nations  Plaza  and  Market  Street.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location  are:  #71  Haight/Noriega  and 
the  F  Line  to  Market  and  Van  Ness  and  the  Metro  Stations  at  Van  Ness  and  Market  and  at  Civic  Center.  For  information  about  MUNI 
accessible  services  call  (415)  923-6142.  There  is  accessible  curbside  parking  adjacent  to  City  Hall  on  Grove  Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenue 
and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Veterans  Building  at  401  Van  Ness  Avenue  adjacent  to  Davies  Hall  and  the  War  Memorial  Complex. 

The  following  services  are  available  on  request  48  hours  prior  to  the  meeting;  except  for  Monday  meetings,  for  which  the  deadline  shall  be 
4:00  p.m.  of  the  last  business  day  of  the  preceding  week:  For  American  sign  language  interpreters  or  the  use  of  a  reader  during  a  meeting.! 
a  sound  enhancement  system,  and/or  alternative  formats  of  the  agenda  and  minutes,  please  contact  Monica  Fish  at  (415)  355-3709  to 
make  arrangements  for  the  accommodation.  Late  requests  will  be  honored,  if  possible. 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple  chemical  sensitivity 
or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be  sensitive  to  various  chemical  based 
products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  Individuals  with  chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities  should  call 
the  Mayor's  Office  on  Disability  at  (415)  554-6789  or  (415)  554-6799  (TTY)  for  further  information. 

Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code) 
Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards,  councils,  and  other 
agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are  conducted 
before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's  review.  For  more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine 
Ordinance  or  to  report  a  violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  Sunshine  Task  Force  Administrator, 
City  Hall,  Room  409,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  at  Phone  No.:  (415)  554-7724;  Fax  No.:  (415) 
554-7854;  E-mail:  sotf(5)sfgov.org.  Copies  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the  Clerk  of  the  Sunshine  Task  Force,  the 
San  Francisco  Public  Library  and  on  the  City's  website  at  www.sfgov.org. 

Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements 
Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  administrative  action  may  be  required  by  the  San 
Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF  Campaign  &  Governmental  Conduct  Code  §2.100,  et.  seq]  to  register  and  report  lobbying  activity. 
For  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact  the  Ethics  Commission  at:  25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Second  Floor,  San 
Francisco,  CA  94102;  telephone  (415)  252-3100,  fax  (415)  252-3112;  web  site  atwww.sfgov.org/ethics. 
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San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Jane 
MarieFrancis  Martin 


1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  convened  at  5:05  p.m.  Present:  Vice- 
Chair  Gravanis  and  Commissioner  Martin;  Excused:  Commissioner  Wald. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  July  13,  2009  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting.  (Discussion  and 
Action)  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Martin  and  second  by  Vice-Chair  Gravanis,  the  July  13,  2009 
Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  without  objection  (AYES:  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  Commissioner 
Martin)  Absent:  Chair  Wald)  (Explanatory  Document:  July  13,  2009  Approved  Minutes 

http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  paqe.asp?id=1 08370). 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

Item  8  was  heard  before  Item  4. 

4.  San  Francisco's  Sustainability  Plan.  Sponsor:  Commissioner  Jane  Martin,  Speakers:  Stephen 
Coyle,  AIA,  LEED  AP,  Principal,  Town  Green,  Oakland,  CA  (10  minutes);  David  Assmann,  Deputy 
Director  (Informational  Presentation  and  Discussion) 

Commissioner  Martin  reported  on  Mr.  Coyle's  good  work  on  comprehensive  green  plans  in  other  areas 
and  asked  that  he  provide  comment  on  San  Francisco's  guiding  documents  and  discuss  his  work,  in 
particular  with  the  "Emerald  Cities"  project  through  the  California  Department  of  Conservation. 
Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  she  is  cognizant  that  the  Commission  and  staff's  role  is  limited  due  to 
the  peer  structure  in  City  government,  but  asked  that  consideration  be  given  as  to  what  can  be  done 
within  those  limitations  and  parameters  to  support  City  agencies  in  having  a  comprehensive  plan  and  in 
creating  an  annual  agenda  to  enable  this  process. 

Mr.  Coyle  stated  that  he  has  had  the  benefit  of  working  around  the  country  including  New  York,  Boston, 
and  Portland  on  development  standards,  and  helped  Portland  write  some  of  their  more  progressive 
development  standards.  Mr.  Coyle  recommended  that  rather  than  relying  on  what  is  sometimes  called 
"gizmo  green"  or  relying  on  technology  to  carry  the  weight  of  a  Sustainability  Plan,  that  it  is  more 
important  to  look  at  measures,  strategies  and  techniques  that  have  been  proven  over  time.  Mr.  Coyle 
stated  that  he  would  like  to  share  the  qualifications  that  were  used  when  assessing  the  efficacy  of 
different  strategies,  because  when  he  reviewed  San  Francisco's  Sustainability  and  Climate  Action 
Plans,  it  was  all  very  sound,  but  thought  it  would  be  interesting  in  terms  of  peer  review  to  assess 
proposed  actions  under  another  or  additional  set  of  metrics  that  include: 
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•  Time  testing-rather  than  looking  ahead,  it  would  be  beneficial  to  look  behind  to  see  what  has 
worked  over  time.  San  Francisco  has  actually  accomplished  this  well,  certainly  in  terms  of  transit 
systems.  Portland  had  one  of  the  "best  of  the  west"  streetcar  systems  which  were  electrified, 
convertible  to  renewable  energy,  and  created  essentially  mixed-use  corridors  in  a  compact  and 
sustainable  form,  yet  Portland  tore  out  every  bit  of  streetcar  and  is  now  beginning  to  replace  them 
at  a  greater  expense.  It  is  a  lesson  that  many  cities  have  learned. 

•  Adaptability — how  can  San  Francisco's  sustainability  planning  become  more  adaptable  in  terms  of 
the  actions  being  proposed?  In  some  ways  there  is  a  movement  from  mitigation  of  greenhouse 
gases  to  actually  looking  more  carefully  at  adaptability  to  climate  change.  There  was  a  recent 
article  in  the  Washington  Post  and  New  York  Times  about  the  Department  of  Defense's  analysis 
that  climate  change  is  now  a  serious  security  issue.  Different  scenarios  are  being  researched  from 
different  cities  and  countries. 

Mr.  Coyle  stated  that  he  did  a  presentation  for  Alameda's  Earth  Day  on  the  implications  of  1,  2,  3,  4, 
5  meter  sea-level  rise.  San  Francisco  has  reviewed  implications  from  sea-level  rise,  and  what  has 
been  found  is  shocking,  especially  in  the  East  Bay.  That  doesn't  mean  that  we  need  to  start  looking 
at  remediation,  but  rather  to  point  out  that  part  of  a  good  sustainability  or  action  plan  would  state 
that  we  should  be  redeveloping  where  we  should  be  developing  and  putting  infrastructure  where  we 
know  it  has  some  probability  of  remaining  secure. 

•  Virtuous  actions-actions  should  be  virtuous,  meaning  that  the  implications  and  impacts 
downstream  of  the  action  should  produce  beneficial  consequences.  This  is  in  response  to  some  of 
the  technological  proposals  that  are  not  time-tested,  may  not  be  particularly  adaptable,  and  may 
have  unintended  consequences.  There  is  a  need  for  creating  virtuous  feedback,  cycles  and  impacts 
downstream  of  the  event  (10  or  20  years),  and  to  look  at  what  kinds  of  actions  would  produce 
virtuous  cycles.  For  example,  if  we  secure  open  areas  for  recharge,  that  we  should  have  the 
benefit  of  maintaining  some  land  that  won't  be  developed  on  in  the  future.  It  sets  up  a  virtuous 
cycle.  Those  areas  are  set  aside,  not  built  on,  and  protected  in  order  to  force  ourselves  into  growing 
compactly  into  development.  That  is  a  major  example  of  a  positive  virtuous  feedback  cycle  by  virtue 
of  something  that  can  be  regulated. 

•  Durable — we  are  still  creating  throw-away  buildings,  throw-away  infrastructure.  Durability  should  be 
part  of  the  measures  that  are  used  to  test  the  cost-benefit  of  our  actions.  One  that  may  be  less 
relevant  to  San  Francisco  and  more  relevant  to  regions  would  be  scalability.  Some  of  the 
interventions  that  are  being  proposed  are  scaled  for  the  building  or  the  site,  and  yet  they  can't  be 
applied  in  a  larger  scale.  Example,  in  reference  to  some  of  the  technological  and  renewable  energy 
technology,  wind  generation  for  example,  you  are  starting  to  now  see  a  scalability  where  you  can 
actually  create  wind  turbines  that  are  building-mounted,  and  then  you  have  larger  wind  turbines  for 
more  of  a  regional  scale.  That  is  a  good  example  of  a  technology  that  is  scalable. 

•  What  interventions  can  be  proposed  that  are  relatively  simple,  relatively  inexpensive,  and  broadly 
applicable?  Mr.  Coyle  stated  that  Commissioner  Martin's  project  to  introduce  a  way  of  greening  the 
urban  landscape  is  an  example  of  something  relatively  simple,  has  good  benefits,  but  is  broadly 
applicable.  It  can  be  done  virtually  anywhere  as  opposed  to  racks  of  photovoltaics  or  even  green 
roofs,  which  has  been  done  substantially  in  Portland  and  Chicago.  But  in  a  seismic  zone  such  as 
San  Francisco,  the  amount  of  infrastructure  that  might  be  required  to  retrofit  roofs  to  green  might  be 
substantial  and  may  not  provide  the  cost  benefit  that  it  should  have.  If  the  project  does  not  meet  the 
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test  of  simplicity,  relative  inexpensiveness,  and  is  broadly  applicable,  it  doesn't  mean  that  you 
dismiss  it,  but  it  is  an  important  qualification. 

•  Integrative-what  actions  in  your  Sustainability  Plan  can  create  synergy  with  other  actions?  Rather 
than  a  stand-alone  program,  what  can  be  done  that  can  be  linked  to  other  proposed  actions?  One 
of  the  best  examples  is  the  "Safe  Route  to  Schools  Program",  that  does  have  some  funding,  but  is 
essentially  self-funded.  A  "Safe  Route  to  Schools  Program"  requires  a  decent  streetscape 
environment,  traffic  calming,  a  lively  and  safe-eyes  on  the  street  facade.  Just  by  creating  such  a 
program,  one  can  create  incentives  for  greening  the  streets  and  creating  a  better  pedestrian 
environment.  It  fits  the  test  of  being  integrative  or  creating  synergy  with  other  actions. 

•  Vernacular-what  can  you  do  in  San  Francisco,  in  the  East  Bay,  or  in  Tracy,  where  the  "Emerald 
Cities"  pilot  project  is  being  done  to  involve  local  people?  Work  is  still  in  progress  in  Los  Angeles  to 
reach  the  zero-waste  target.  One  of  the  measures  used  was  "vernacular"--what  can  a  citizen  do  to 
help  so  they  can  actually  feel  empowered  to  make  change?  In  a  zero-waste  or  low  carbon  plan, 
three  or  four  different  ways  were  devised.  In  Los  Angeles,  education  became  the  highest 
leveraged-strategy  and  was  a  citywide,  six-year  effort.  Of  all  the  measures  proposed  to  take  Los 
Angeles  to  zero  waste,  education  was  by  a  substantial  margin  the  single  most  important  strategy 
that  people  felt  was  important.  Education  was  offered  in  every  curriculum  from  K-12  on  recycling, 
reuse,  and  reducing.  This  strategy  was  called  vernacular  intervention  because  virtually  anyone  can 
do  it. 

Mr.  Coyle  stated  that  because  of  regulations  and  Senate  and  Assembly  bills,  there  is  a  focus  around 
quantification  as  a  means  of  measuring  performance  of  different  actions.  For  example,  vehicle  miles 
traveled  and  C02  equivalent  seem  to  rise  to  the  top  with  some  unfortunate  consequences.  The  focus  is 
on  reduction  measures,  and  the  value  of  a  comprehensive  approach  is  lost. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  Mr.  Coyle  to  provide  an  overview  of  the  Tracy  "Emerald  Cities"  project.  Mr. 
Coyle  stated  that  the  pilot  project  is  primarily  an  interdepartmental  effort  sponsored  by  the  California 
Sustainability  Alliance  and  the  Department  of  Conservation,  to  assist  communities  and  perhaps  regions 
or  at  least  counties  in  creating  comprehensive  sustainable  planning  that  is  actionable.  The  idea  grew 
out  of  the  performing  climate  action  plans  for  Hayward  and  Martinez,  where  the  focus  was  on 
transportation,  land  use,  energy  and  solid  waste.  It  was  recognized  that  transportation  cannot  be 
addressed  without  looking  at  land  use  and  forms  of  development;  energy  can't  be  reviewed  without 
reviewing  building  scale  and  the  impact  of  energy,  water  etc.  A  discussion  was  held  with  the  state  about 
taking  a  more  comprehensive  approach  than  the  conventional  climate  action  plan  has  accomplished  to 
date,  and  the  "Emerald  Cities"  program  was  devised  as  a  result.  The  program  is  being  implemented  by 
the  National  Charrette  Institute,  which  Mr.  Coyle  co-founded  and  through  his  firm,  Town  Green. 

Mr.  Coyle  explained  that  most  of  the  public  attends  public  meetings  only  when  discussions  are  held 
about  building  economic  and  environmental  resilience  and  energy  independence.  The  foundation  of  the 
pilot  program  is  to  look  at  all  those  elements  and  to  address  them  as  comprehensively  as  time  and 
budget  allows.  The  goal  is  to  create  a  series  of  pilots  throughout  the  state,  with  the  first  one  starting  in 
Tracy.  The  project  has  commenced  and  work  is  in  progress  to  produce  a  greenhouse  gas  inventory, 
building  and  hosting  a  stand-alone  website,  which  can  be  interactive  without  jeopardizing  the  firewall. 
This  is  also  being  done  because  going  through  a  webmaster  for  every  single  step  slows  down  the 
process. 
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in  the  way  we  operate.  Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  the  target  date  for  this  goal.  Deputy 
Director  Assmann  reported  that  there  are  state  and  local  target  dates  established  in  the  legislation. 
Commissioner  Martin  asked  when  we  would  have  no  negative  impact  on  air-quality.  Deputy  Director 
Assmann  stated  that  there  is  no  projection  at  this  time. 

Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  you  look  at  things  from  the  point-source  and  life-cycle 
perspective.  The  original  Climate  Action  Plan  mixes  apples  and  oranges-it  has  transportation  and 
energy  as  a  point-source,  and  then  it  has  waste,  which  is  a  life-cycle  analysis,  not  a  point-source. 
There  is  discussion  about  redoing  our  Climate  Action  Plan  and  dividing  it  into  two  sections,  one  that 
would  be  focused  on  point-source  and  the  other  on  life-cycle.  Life-cycle  is  ultimately  the  most  important 
because  all  of  the  embodied  energy,  all  the  waste  that  is  created  in  products  that  end  up  in  the  city,  we 
are  ultimately  responsible  for  generating.  However,  it  doesn't  show  up  in  any  of  our  climate  inventories 
because  the  emissions  aren't  here-they  are  wherever  that  product  was  manufactured,  where  the 
energy  was  produced.  That  ultimately  is  a  much  bigger  climate  impact  than  the  transportation 
emissions  in  the  city  or  in  the  fossil  fuel  that  is  burned  in  the  city.  The  idea  is  to  look  at  them  separately 
and  set  goals  for  each  because  they  require  different  sets  of  actions  to  achieve  goals.  Methodologies 
for  identifying  the  proper  methodologies  or  even  measuring  both  of  those  have  not  been  worked  out 
yet.  We  did  well  on  the  point-source  side,  which  is  relatively  easy  compared  to  the  life-cycle.  It  was 
explained  that  96%  of  the  waste  that  is  created  for  every  product  gets  created  before  the  product  is 
made-it  is  not  the  disposal.  To  recycle  something,  at  most  you  are  affecting  four-percent  of  the  waste 
created.  If  you  really  think  about  it,  you  have  to  think  about  reduction,  using  less  to  begin  with,  which 
has  so  much  more  of  an  impact  than  recycling  something  or  diverting  it  from  landfill.  So  we  have  just 
started  tackling  those  issues  on  a  philosophical  level.  The  impact  is  complicated  as  it  is  not  just  point 
source,  and  you  have  to  look  at  the  whole  scope  of  what  you  do. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  as  to  what  degree  the  Department's  planning  process  is  comprehensive 
in  terms  of  discussions  held  at  this  meeting,  or  is  it  felt  that  we  can  do  better,  or  are  there  obstacles  that 
make  it  such  that  it  is  irrelevant.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  our  planning  process  for  the 
areas  that  we  have  jurisdiction  or  control  over  is  fairly  comprehensive,  and  there  is  a  lot  that  needs  to 
be  added.  That  being  said,  there  are  areas  outside  our  jurisdiction  that  may  not  have  the  benefit  of  the 
same  planning  or  goal-setting.  For  example,  there  are  areas  in  the  Sustainability  Plan  that  are  outside 
our  jurisdiction  that  may  not  be  worked  on  in  terms  of  planning  for  the  future.  Part  of  it  is  from  not  being 
able  to  track  what  is  going  on  in  long-term  water  planning  or  in  transportation  planning,  which  is  not 
entirely  in  our  control.  Even  though  we  are  putting  together  Climate  Action  Plans,  there  are  all  kinds  of 
departments  that  have  transportation  responsibilities  and  are  doing  longer-term  planning  that  we  are 
not  part  of.  The  gap  is  in  potentially  planning  for  those  areas  that  do  not  fall  within  the  Department's 
jurisdiction  and  secondly,  more  coordination  between  what  other  departments  are  doing  and  what  we 
are  doing.  The  big  step  forward  would  be  to  have  individual  departments  create  Climate  Action  Plans 
because  that  allows  you  to  take  a  look  at  what  other  departments  are  planning  and  to  see  how  it  can  be 
integrated  with  our  efforts.  There  has  only  been  one  plan  put  together  to  date  in  the  first  year,  and  it 
going  to  take  several  years  before  it  is  at  a  state  where  it  should  be.  Commissioner  Martin  inquired 
how  the  requirement  for  department  climate  action  plans  came  about.  Deputy  Director  Assmann 
reported  that  it  originated  from  a  Mayor's  directive. 

Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  as  much  as  other  agencies  may  want  to  cooperate,  we  have  this  peer- 
to-peer  relationship  hierarchically,  and  it  seems  that  it  is  difficult  to  take  the  lead  because  of  that 
structure.  Commissioner  Martin  asked  that  recognizing  that  is  not  going  to  change,  would  it  be  within 
the  Department's  and  Commission's  charge  to  interact  with  sister  agencies  and  Commissions  to  keep 
driving  at  goals.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  it  could  be  that  everything  that  needs  to  be 
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accomplished  on  water,  for  example,  is  being  done,  but  we  are  not  tracking  it.  Commissioner  Martin 
asked  whether  it  was  within  our  jurisdiction  to  provide  tracking.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  it 
was  not.  Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  it  could  be  tracked  in  the  same  way  that  the  department 
climate  action  plans  are  being  tracked.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  it  is  not  analogous 
completely  because  the  Department's  Climate  Coordinator  is  coordinating  the  efforts  of  all  of  the 
departments;  whereas,  the  responsibility  for  water  resides  with  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities 
Commission  (SFPUC),  and  there  is  not  available  staff  to  do  the  tracking. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  it  would  be  possible  for  the  Department  to  have  a  comprehensive  plan 
manager  so  there  is  a  point  person  for  general  sustainability.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  it 
could  be  possible  in  the  future,  but  at  this  point  we  are  challenged  just  to  do  the  Climate  Action  Plan, 
which  will  take  a  tremendous  amount  of  staff  effort  throughout  the  next  year.  Concurrently,  we  are 
going  to  be  redoing  our  Strategic  Plan,  which  is  usually  embarked  upon  in  September  or  October  and  is 
usually  a  three-month  process.  One  of  the  intents  is  to  have  the  Plan  complete  before  we  go  into  the 
next  budget  cycle  in  January,  which  is  when  the  budget  is  assembled.  Those  two  efforts  take  a 
tremendous  amount  of  resources  so  taking  on  an  additional  role  may  not  be  feasible  at  this  time.  It 
might  be  useful  to  determine  those  areas  that  are  outside  the  jurisdiction  of  the  department  but  are 
environmentally-related,  so  that  we  might  request  updates  from  other  departments  on  their  plans  and 
goals. 

Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  he  hasn't  recently  compared  the  Sustainability  Plan  to  the 
Strategic  Plan  to  identify  overlaps,  what  is  missing,  and  what  areas  are  outside  of  what  is  normally 
worked  on.  An  update  was  done  six  years  ago  that  shows  a  report  card  of  where  we  are  in  the 
Sustainability  Plan,  which  is  located  on  the  Department's  website.  The  original  Sustainability  Plan  was 
also  created  so  long  ago  that  portions  of  it  are  completely  obsolete.  Commissioner  Martin  asked 
whether  it  would  be  worthwhile  to  revise  the  Plan.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  the 
Department's  standpoint  is  that  the  rolling  three-year  Strategic  Plan  is  a  living  document  that  replaces 
the  Sustainability  Plan  and  takes  on  the  short-term  work  that  needs  to  happen  to  reach  the  long-term 
goals  that  were  originally  articulated  in  the  Sustainability  Plan.  There  were  some  real  drawbacks  to  the 
Sustainability  Plan.  One  is  that  there  was  no  monitoring  and  there  was  no  mechanism  to  track  if  it  was 
being  done  because  there  was  no  action  plan  allocated  to  the  set  of  actions.  That  is  why  a  rolling 
Strategic  Plan  is  very  specific.  It  has  all  of  these  actions,  things  that  we  have  to  do  this  fiscal  year,  the 
next,  and  thereafter  and  can  be  measured  along  with  assignment  of  responsibility.  It  is  much  more  of  a 
living  active  document,  which  grew  out  of  the  Sustainability  Plan.  What  is  valuable  now  is  to  make  the 
Strategic  Plan  as  robust  as  possible  and  to  also  have  other  departments  do  strategic  plans  along  the 
same  line  as  we  do.  There  are  performance  plans  that  every  department  has  to  do  annually,  but  they 
are  not  strategic  plans. 

Commissioner  Martin  recommended  that  the  Committee  and  especially  the  full  Commission's  agendas 
be  coordinated  and  more  relevant  with  the  Strategic  Plan  and  Budget  annual  cycle  that  is  being 
referred  to,  and  that  an  effort  should  be  made  to  ensure  that  Commissioners  understand  what  the 
department  is  doing  and  when.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  in  the  current  cycle,  we  will  start 
the  Strategic  Planning  process  in  October,  people  are  informed  of  activities  in  September,  and  is 
complete  by  the  end  of  December  in  order  to  inform  the  budget.  The  budget  process  is  started  in 
December  and  has  to  be  complete  by  February  20,  which  is  the  date  it  is  due  to  the  Mayor's  Office.  It 
takes  another  six  months  to  get  through  the  process. 

Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  she  is  excited  that  the  state  is  taking  the  initiative  for  the  "Emerald 
Cities"  project  and  hopes  that  it  has  great  success  and  gets  more  widely  recognized  and  applied. 
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Commissioner  Martin  inquired  whether  there  were  resources  that  could  be  offered  to  this  project.  Mr. 
Coyle  stated  that  there  is  recognition  that  departments  and  agencies  have  to  work  collaboratively; 
however,  the  mechanism  for  doing  so  has  not  been  implemented.  So  you  might  have  Caltrans  doing  a 
project  that  may  impact  and  need  the  attention  of  other  departments,  but  there  is  no  mechanism  or 
operation  for  making  sure  that  the  agencies  are  coordinating  around  something  that  helps  build 
resilience  and  sustainability  through  these  projects.  There  is  at  least  recognition  that  it  is  necessary.  It 
was  explained  that  through  the  pilots,  departments  and  agencies  that  have  not  talked  much  to  each 
other  except  in  conferences  and  meetings  are  being  brought  in  to  collaborate. 

Mr.  Coyle  inquired  how  the  Department  goes  about  deciding  which  strategies,  tactics,  and  actions  to 
implement.  Is  there  an  internal  evaluation  process  that  includes  making  a  short  list  or  prioritized  list? 
Deputy  Director  Assmann  reported  that  decisions  are  sometimes  driven  by  mandates  and  identifying 
strategies  to  reach  goals.  We  have  the  current  three-year  Strategic  Plan  that  goes  through  the  2010 
period,  and  we  have  a  set  of  strategies,  for  example,  this  is  what  we  are  going  to  do  to  reduce  our 
waste  by  how  much  in  the  commercial,  residential  and  municipal  sector,  and  here  are  the  actions  we 
are  going  to  take  to  get  us  there.  Other  processes  and  program  areas  may  not  be  so  number  driven, 
may  have  their  own  planning  sessions,  and  everything  goes  through  the  larger  Department  to  integrate. 

Mr.  Coyle  asked  if  there  was  consistency  and  use  of  a  similar  evaluation  methodology  throughout 
program  areas.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  as  much  as  possible.  Mr.  Coyle  stated  that  there  is 
no  consistency  or  methodology  from  city-to-city  or  department-to-department--everybody  has  a  different 
method.  Methods  may  include  sitting  in  a  room,  making  decisions  and  collaborating  with  others,  or 
using  strictly  state  guidelines  for  making  decisions,  or  others  may  use  metrics  or  measures  that  are 
more  qualitative.  At  some  point  it  would  be  beneficial  to  present  how  a  successful  city  goes  about 
deciding  on  their  evaluation  criteria  and  how  to  go  about  making  decisions.  Deputy  Director  Assmann 
stated  that  is  why  it  is  hard  to  compare  city-to-city  and  state-to-state  because  everybody  does  it 
differently.  Mr.  Coyle  asked  if  a  software  tool  was  used.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  not 
specifically,  but  that  there  is  software  used  for  reporting  C02  emissions.  Mr.  Coyle  stated  that  Tracy  is 
using  ICLEI's  inventory  software  and  reported  on  their  new  product  that  improves  the  process  and 
makes  the  calculation  quicker.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  in  reference  to  the  department  Climate 
Action  Plans,  the  Commission  learned  this  year  that  we  need  to  identify  a  standard  reporting  format. 
Deputy  Director  Assmann  reported  that  Ms.  Ostrander,  the  Department's  Climate  Coordinator,  is 
spending  a  lot  of  time  working  on  making  sure  that  all  reporting  methodologies  are  the  same  throughout 
City  departments. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  recommended  that  a  formalized  approach  be  taken  to  track  activities  even  though 
action  plans  are  not  going  to  be  developed  or  staff  assigned  in  the  near  future.  The  idea  of  supplanting 
the  Sustainability  Plan  with  the  Strategic  Plan  is  fine  in  most  cases  except  in  those  areas  where  there 
are  items  that  are  not  in  the  Strategic  Plan.  We  know  that  biodiversity,  water  supply,  wastewater  and 
stormwater  management  are  not  things  that  are  in  our  Strategic  Plan,  and  there  are  good  reasons  for 
that.  It  is  also  important  to  look  at  unintended  consequences,  and  it  is  a  good  idea  to  at  least  go 
through  the  process.  For  example,  if  we  are  going  to  do  a  wind-generation  project,  we  don't  want  to  kill 
birds,  and  if  we  are  going  to  be  focused  on  carbon  sequestration  and  planting  trees  wherever  we  can, 
we  should  review  whether  it  would  have  an  effect  on  our  requirements  for  habitat  diversity,  etc.  It  is 
also  important  to  track  items  that  funding  is  not  immediately  available  for  in  order  to  pursue  these  things 
if  grant  money  or  contracts  are  received. 

Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  we  should  have  somebody  that  is  responsible  for  those  areas 
identified  in  the  Plan  that  we  don't  currently  have  responsibility  for.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that 
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nobody  in  the  entire  city  is  looking  at  biodiversity  for  the  city.  The  Recreation  and  Park  Department  is 
looking  at  it  only  in  its  natural  areas.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  it  would  be  important  for  us 
to  identify  stakeholders  in  that  particular  area  and  identify  a  group  that  could  work  on  a  strategic  plan, 
e.g.  a  combination  of  City  government  and  other  stakeholders.  This  area  was  addressed  in  the 
Sustainability  Plan  but  not  in  the  Strategic  Plan  and  should  be  covered  as  to  who  would  most  likely 
have  the  interest,  influence,  and  expertise.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  in  addition  to  the  Strategic 
Plan,  these  areas  should  be  listed  in  the  Table  of  Contents  with  a  notation  of  who  is  responsible  since 
we  are  not.  If  nobody  is  responsible,  it  should  be  documented  that  we  are  noting  that  nobody  is 
responsible  for  this  area,  and  maybe  at  some  point  it  will  prompt  us  or  others  to  assign  responsibility. 
Additionally,  where  assignments  are  noted,  the  agency  would  be  responsible  to  provide  a  report  if  we 
by  default  are  the  collectors  towards  the  effort  of  the  Sustainability  Plan. 

Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  it  would  make  sense  to  make  biodiversity  fit  in  and  to  secure 
resources,  which  would  not  be  outside  of  our  purview.  It  is  outside  of  our  purview  in  that  the  Recreation 
and  Park  Department  has  the  responsibility  for  the  park  lands.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  you 
could  equally  say  that  we  don't  have  purview  over  how  private  citizens  have  their  backyard,  but  in  effect 
we  have  mechanisms  that  can  get  at  those  things.  Maybe  not  expecting  the  Recreation  and  Park 
Department  to  be  the  primary  responsibility  would  be  the  answer  because  they  only  have  jurisdiction 
over  their  areas.  Mr.  Coyle  inquired  whether  non-profits  are  brought  in  to  assist  in  this  kind  of  analysis. 
Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  non-profits  have  participated  in  informal  ways  but  again  funding  is  not 
available.  If  there  were  a  grant  to  create  a  Department  Office  of  Biodiversity  with  staff  assignments, 
then  we  could  coordinate  those  things.  There  are  people  who  are  willing  to  provide  their  input  for  free, 
e.g.,  the  Audubon  Society,  Nature  in  the  City,  Sierra  Club,  and  the  Native  Plant  Society,  but  there  is  no 
place  for  their  input  to  be  directed.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  asked  how  other  cities  handle  it.  Vice- 
Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  a  lot  of  information  has  been  collected-London  has  a  Biodiversity  Council; 
New  York  City  has  a  huge  department  of  natural  areas  within  its  Recreation  and  Park  Department; 
Portland  has  a  huge  natural  areas  program  that  is  part  of  the  city.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  asked  if 
they  deal  with  areas  outside  of  park  lands.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  she  was  not  sure.  Mr.  Coyle 
stated  that  Portland  has  a  regional  government,  metro,  which  acts  as  a  receptor,  gatherer  of  data, 
which  assists  Portland  because  it  is  able  to  look  outside  of  city  boundaries  as  well  as  collect  data  within 
the  city. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  inquired  about  the  best  way  to  access  information  about  "Emerald  Cities."  Mr. 
Coyle  stated  that  information  can  be  accessed  through  Town  Green  and  through  the  state  director.  Mr. 
Coyle  stated  that  it  seems  to  him  that  if  you  are  trying  to  create  better  walkable  places,  very  little  has 
been  done  in  San  Francisco  to  improve  the  streetscape,  especially  in  the  "Avenues,"  the  western  part 
of  the  city.  Mr.  Coyle  stated  that  parts  of  San  Francisco  are  in  good  condition  and  other  parts  are  so 
appalling  it  is  hard  to  believe  it  is  the  same  place,  and  recommended  focusing  on  improvements  to  the 
streetscape. 

Commissioner  Martin  announced  that  the  SFPUC  through  the  Community  Challenge  Grant  just  gave 
Plant  SF  funding  for  a  pilot  in  the  Sunset  District  that  will  start  in  September.  The  PUC  has  done  a 
watershed  analysis  for  the  eastern  half  of  the  city,  and  have  started  the  western  half  this  summer.  Mr. 
Coyle  stated  that  Portland  has  put  a  lot  of  effort  into  sculpting  the  street,  putting  in  curb  extensions, 
installing  brick  sidewalks,  and  allocating  a  lot  of  money  where  it  wasn't  cost-effective  for  what  was 
being  produced.  Mr.  Coyle  recommended  looking  for  interventions  that  could  be  made  relatively 
simply,  at  low-cost  that  does  not  involve  tremendous  amount  of  expensive  infrastructure  changes  that 
would  require  a  bond  mechanism  to  pay  for  them.  These  types  of  projects  would  increase  property 
values  because  the  streetscape  would  be  more  desirable  and  aesthetically  pleasing,  which  is  what  you 
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see  in  Portland.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  there  would  also  be  community  value  because 
businesses  would  start  to  locate  there  and  people  would  respond  accordingly. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  the  Strategic  Plan  should  contain  an  acknowledgement  of  the  things 
that  are  not  being  included.  It  was  recommended  that  discussions  be  held  with  volunteer 
environmental  groups  about  their  willingness  to  participate  in  updating  this  section  and  getting  someone 
to  coordinate  the  effort.  Commissioner  Martin  recommended  soliciting  input  to  gather,  even  it  were  not 
to  be  processed.  There  is  concern  about  citing  only  one  entity  who  cares  about  biodiversity  as  it  would 
be  from  only  one  perspective,  and  there  is  no  comprehensive  biodiversity  non-profit  organization  in 
town.  It  was  recommended  that  a  basic  start  would  be  to  extend  an  invitation  to  people  and  entities 
who  are  interested  in  providing  input  for  us  to  collect  and  create  a  plan  for  whatever  format  is 
manageable.  It  would  be  similar  to  the  Climate  Action  Plan  where  information  is  accepted  the  first  year 
and  if  it  becomes  unwieldy,  at  least  we  have  the  benefit  of  people's  different  perspective,  and  it  could 
be  data  collected  that  at  some  point  somebody  could  work  on. 

Commissioner  Martin  recommended  requesting  specific  comments  on  the  topic  of  biodiversity,  e.g.,  to 
ask  what  has  your  organization  or  your  city  achieved,  what  specific  actions  will  you  be  doing,  and  what 
do  you  want  to  get  out  of  it.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  if  you  want  to  apply  the  comments  to 
the  Strategic  Plan,  you  would  have  to  frame  it  in  that  context,  e.g.,  what  are  your  goals  for  the  next 
three  years,  and  who  will  be  responsible.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  recommended  looking  for  groups  that 
might  want  to  work  on  certain  elements,  e.g.,  monitoring,  assisting  the  school  district  with  a  curriculum, 
pursuing  legislation  to  ban  the  sale  of  the  worst  invasive  plants  from  San  Francisco  nurseries,  etc. 
Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  there  might  be  enough  staff  resources  to  do  something  finite  like  this 
and  assist  non-profit  groups.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  it  is  more  a  question  of  identifying 
the  names  of  the  plants  that  are  being  sold  that  shouldn't  be  sold.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  this 
information  is  available.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  if  the  work  has  been  done  already,  then 
in  the  next  year,  legislation  can  be  proposed  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  ban  the  sale  of  invasive 
plants.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  she  would  contact  interested  parties.  Commissioner  Martin 
suggested  putting  this  item  on  the  agenda,  informing  interested  parties,  taking  in  their  report  through 
public  comment,  and  then  internalizing  and  working  on  it.  It  was  requested  that  biodiversity  be  placed 
on  the  future  agenda  list  as  part  of  the  implementation  of  the  Sustainability  Plan,  and  not  tie  it  to  Urban 
Accord  12. 

5.  Urban  Accord  Actions  10-12  Urban  Nature.  Review  of  Department  of  the  Environment  Staff 
Comments  on  the  Recreation  and  Open  Space  Plan  (ROSE)  for  Recommendation  to  the 
Commission  on  the  Environment.  Sponsors:  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  Commissioner  Jane  Martin; 
Speaker:  David  Assmann,  Deputy  Director  (10  minutes)  (Discussion  and  Action) 

Deputy  Director  Assmann  reported  on  staff  comments  received  to  date: 

1 .  Define  open  spaces  broadly  to  include  open  water  resources  and  land  areas  outside  the  main  land. 
One  of  the  ROSE  elements  talks  about  land;  it  doesn't  talk  about  water,  doesn't  talk  about  the  areas 
outside  the  mainland,  e.g.,  the  water  between  here  and  Alcatraz,  water  between  here  and  the 
Farallone  Islands.  There  is  potential  for  programming  in  those  areas.  There  are  things  that  are 
going  on  in  those  areas  to  be  concerned  about. 

2.  Clarify  how  ROSE  is  made  consistent  with  and  prioritized  with  other  planning  efforts  for  site-specific 
areas,  overlapping  jurisdictions  in  particular,  and  the  City's  own  internal  planning  documents.  To 
make  sure  it  is  integrated  and  harmonized  with  other  City  planning  documents  as  that  is  not 
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currently  the  case,  e.g.,  the  documents  being  put  together  for  Ocean  Beach  should  be  consistent 
with  ROSE.    Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  one  of  the  items  discussed  at  the  SPUR  and 
Neighborhood  Parks  Council  workshop  was  that  some  people  felt  that  because  the  Ocean  Beach 
Plan,  McLaren  Park  Master  Plan,  and  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  are  in  progress,  that  this 
document  should  simply  reference  that  they  are  in  progress,  but  not  try  to  repeat  everything  that 
might  be  in  them.  The  Plans  are  not  finished  so  you  can't  incorporate  them,  and  you  shouldn't  try  to 
prejudge  what  should  be  in  them  to  place  in  the  ROSE  document  either  because  they  have  their 
own  separate  planning  processes  and  their  own  advisory  committee.  Commissioner  Martin  stated 
that  except  to  the  degree  that  the  Plans  should  not  be  inconsistent.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that 
the  final  comments  for  the  ROSE  are  due  by  the  end  of  September,  and  those  other  documents  are 
farther  out.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  the  ROSE  document  would  be  the  one  to  influence  the 
other  documents.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  any  General  Plan  Element  is  supposed  to  guide 
subsequent  development  and  decisions  in  that  area.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  it  is 
important  that  there  not  be  inconsistencies  between  the  Plans  going  forward  and  also  the  ones 
currently  in  place. 

3.  Preservation  of  sunlight  and  open  spaces.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  there  is  quite  a  lot  about 
this  topic  in  the  Plan.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  she  thought  the  marine  aspect  was  included 
also.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  the  ROSE  states  that  the  ocean  and  the  bay  are  the  most 
important  natural  resources  that  San  Francisco  has;  however,  there  is  no  discussion  about  aquatic 
eco-systems  or  reference  to  the  wildlife  that  lives  between  here  and  the  Farallones,  which  should 
be  reinforced  as  habitat.  The  ROSE  refers  to  them  as  open  space.  Commissioner  Martin  stated 
that  this  section  is  based  more  on  recreation. 

Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  there  is  a  section  in  the  Plan  that  talks  about  sunlight  and 
open  spaces,  but  the  wording  could  potentially  be  interpreted  that  no  tall  trees  should  be  planted. 
Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  she  thought  that  buildings  was  what  was  referred  to,  and  it  is 
interesting  how  the  Plan  indicates  that  it  is  important  for  people  to  have  sunlight  except  when  trees 
are  involved.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  the  reference  is  on  buildings,  but  the  wording  is 
so  broad  that  it  could  be  interpreted  to  apply  to  tall  trees.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  recommended 
wording  about  not  planting  non-native  tall  trees. 

4.  Integrated  Pest  Management  (IPM) — plan  landscape  areas  to  minimize  maintenance  requirements 
and  maximize  quality. 

5.  Privately  owned  public  open  spaces-there  is  a  reference  but  no  details  about  their  locations  or 
amount  of  land  dedicated  to  privately  owned  public  own  spaces.  It  would  be  helpful  to  include  a 
more  detailed  discussion  of  these  spaces  to  promote  a  better  understanding  about  their  availability, 
accessibility,  and  potential  uses.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  SPUR  wrote  a  report  on  privately 
owned  public  spaces,  which  might  be  easier  to  incorporate  into  the  Plan  by  reference  rather  than  to 
repeat  it  all.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  discussed  the  inadequate  enforcement  mechanisms  put  in  place 
at  the  time  requirements  were  made  for  these  spaces.  However,  there  is  work  in  progress  to  make 
sure  that  there  is  enforcement. 

6.  Urban  Forest — reference  the  Urban  Forest  Master  Plan  and  clarify  how  urban  forest  planning 
activities  could  be  integrated  with  the  Planning  Department's  Urban  Forest  Master  Plan  if  it  is 
activated.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  another  issue  with  this  document  is  that  it  makes  it  seem 
like  it  was  just  written  yesterday,  which  is  not  going  to  make  any  sense  25  years  from  now.  It  is 
important  to  say  that  the  tree  master  plan  should  go  into  the  General  Plan. 
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7.  Climate  Action  Plan-track  and  reduce  the  following  elements  in  conjunction  with  the  departmental 
Climate  Action  Plan,  carbon  footprint,  energy  consumption,  water  consumption,  and  waste 
production.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  asked  if  Department  staff  considered  the  suggestion  she  made 
that  some  of  those  sustainability  measures  be  put  in  a  separate  objective  so  that  all  of  the 
sustainability  information  is  in  one  place.  There  are  already  proposed  additional  objectives  dealing 
with  recreation,  financing,  and  accountability,  so  why  not  do  a  separate  objective  for  sustainability. 
Otherwise,  where  would  you  insert  climate  action?  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  it  would 
have  to  be  under  a  sustainability  section.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  she  would  hope  that  staff 
would  review  this  section  more. 

8.  Agricultural  use  of  public  spaces  in  the  city  for  local  food  production.  This  item  is  included  in  the 
ROSE,  but  it  would  be  beneficial  to  add  additional  text  "criteria  for  ideal  sites  should  be  established 
for  availability  of  water,  accessibility,  and  proximity  to  underserved  neighborhoods."  These  criteria 
should  then  be  applied  uniformly  to  allow  prioritization  sites  for  further  development. 

9.  Recycling  suggestions  not  yet  available  from  Department  of  the  Environment  staff.  Vice-Chair 
Gravanis  discussed  suggestions  for  solid-waste  management  and  zero  waste. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  provided  additional  recommendations  to  include  in  the  ROSE,  e.g.,  sea  level 
rise — the  most  important  thing  you  need  to  do  is  to  not  allow  any  more  development  any  closer  to  the 
shoreline,  which  is  not  stated  clearly  in  the  Plan.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  he  would 
incorporate  this  recommendation  into  the  comments.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  inquired  whether  staff 
provided  any  comments  about  the  suggestion  that  we  incorporate  Nature  of  the  City's  rewrite  of 
Objective  4.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  no  comments  were  received. 

Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  he  would  prepare  additional  language  based  on  comments 
received  and  asked  that  this  agenda  item  be  continued  to  the  September  14  meeting. 

i 

Ms.  Hui,  Department  of  the  Environment,  Urban  Forestry  Council  Coordinator,  stated  that  she  supports 
the  work  on  the  ROSE  and  the  work  of  the  Commission  in  providing  input  into  the  Plan. 

6.  Development  of  Recommendations  from  the  Policy  Committee  to  the  full  Commission 
Regarding  the  Operations  and  Practices  of  the  Full  Commission.  (Continued  from  the  July  13, 
2009  Meeting)  (Explanatory  Document:  Speaker  Presentation  Time  Proposal  (Word) 

http://sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2009/OperationsPracticesCommissionSpeakerTime 

Sponsor/Speaker:  Commissioner  Ruth  Gravanis  (3  minutes)  (Discussion  and  Action) 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  the  focus  at  today's  meeting  would  be  on  the  suggestion  to  make 
meetings  more  efficient  and  productive  by  adopting  for  recommendation  to  the  Commission  the 
"Speaker  Presentation  Time  Proposal"  explanatory  document  above.  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner 
Martin  and  second  by  Vice-Chair  Gravanis,  the  "Speaker  Presentation  Time  Proposal"  was  approved 
for  recommendation  to  the  full  Commission.  (AYES:  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  Commissioner  Martin; 
Absent:  Chair  Wald). 

7.  Approval  of  addition  of  Speaker  Presentation  Times  to  Committee  Agendas.  Sponsor: 
Commissioner  Jane  Martin  (3  minutes)  (Discussion  and  Action).  Committee  members  recommended 
that  speaker  presentation  times  be  added  to  all  future  Committee  agendas.  A  discussion  was  held  on 
the  proper  method  for  timing  speakers.  It  was  recommended  that  a  different  type  of  time  clock  be  used 
with  a  bigger  count-down  number  display  that  would  be  turned  toward  the  speaker.  A  request  was 
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made  to  check  with  Administrative  Services  on  availability  of  a  time  clock  to  share  with  other 
departments  or  to  check  the  Virtual  Warehouse.  A  request  was  also  made  to  adjust  the  time  clock 
loudness  for  the  warning  and  final  signals  in  Room  416,  if  possible.  The  Commission  Secretary 
indicated  that  she  would  check  if  this  was  possible.  Upon  Motion  by  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  second 
by  Commissioner  Martin,  the  addition  of  speaker  presentation  times  to  the  Committee  agendas  was 
approved  (AYES:  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  Commissioner  Martin)  Absent:  Chair  Wald). 

8.  Announcements.  (Discussion) 

•  Vice  Chair  Gravanis  announced  that  she  attended  a  walk  sponsored  by  the  India  Basin 
Neighborhood  Association  to  present  their  plan  for  redevelopment  of  the  India  Basin  area,  which 
would  now  be  joined  with  the  Hunter's  Point  Shipyard  Candlestick  Environmental  Impact  Report 
(EIR).  The  India  Basin  Neighborhood  Association  has  received  a  grant  to  fund  a  planner  and 
economist  so  they  can  critique  and  respond  to  the  Redevelopment  Agency's  plan  for  the  area, 
which  is  somewhat  different  from  theirs.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  asked  if  the  Committee  would 
consider  providing  comment  on  the  sustainability  aspect  of  the  Plan  and  with  regard  to  more 
sustainable  transportation.  She  questioned  the  proposed  Greek  Amphitheater.  There  is 
discussion  about  preserving  habitat  and  some  of  the  natural  areas  on  the  hillside  where  the  PG&E 
plant  was  to  be  removed  as  well  as  not  putting  housing  on  the  water  side  of  Hunters  Point 
Boulevard; 

•  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  in  reference  to  the  Hunters  Point  Shipyard  Candlestick  Point 
development,  San  Francisco  Park,  Recreation  and  Open  Space  Advisory  Committee  (PROSAC) 
passed  a  Resolution  related  to  SB  792,  the  bill  that  would  enable  the  sale  of  state  park  lands  for 
the  Candlestick  project  area  (Explanatory  Document:  PROSAC  Resolution  Regarding  SB  792 
(PDF)  http://sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironm 

•  Commissioner  Martin  announced  that  she  would  be  meeting  with  the  Pittsburgh,  PA  Sustainability 
Director  this  month  and  would  provide  a  report  under  Announcements  at  a  future  meeting. 

9.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion)  Recommendations  for  future  agenda  items 
included: 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis: 

•  Biodiversity  as  part  of  the  implementation  of  the  Sustainability  Plan — do  not  tie  to  Urban 
Environmental  Accord  12. 

•  Hunters  Point  Shipyard  and  Candlestick  Point  and  Treasure  Island  updates — September  14  if 
possible,  but  not  both  on  the  same  agenda. 

Commissioner  Martin  and  Deputy  Director  Assmann:  Strategic  Plan  in  November.  Committee  agenda 
topics  should  coincide  with  the  annual  cycle  on  the  Strategic  Plan  and  Budget  discussions 

Commissioner  Martin: 

•  Discussion  with  Pittsburgh,  PA  Sustainability  Director  (Announcements  section  of  September  14 
agenda);  pharmaceuticals  update-September  14.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  reported  that  the  one 
and  only  collection  point  for  pharmaceuticals  has  stopped  collecting,  and  there  is  now  only  a  mail- 
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back  program.  Action  has  to  be  taken  at  the  state  and  federal  level  and  especially  the  federal  level 
on  controlled  substances. 

•  Urban  Forest  Master  Plan  follow-up  on  Resolution.  Commissioner  Martin  will  request  from  Mr. 
Power  of  the  Planning  Department  a  list  of  ideas  of  what  can  be  achieved  on  the  Plan  in-house. 

•  ROSE  staff  comments  continuation. 
Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  Commissioner  Martin: 

•  Outreach  for  better  attendance  at  Commission  meetings  (continued  discussion).  Vice-Chair 
Gravanis  reported  that  Ms.  Walsh,  Department  of  the  Environment  Public  Outreach  Specialist,  has 
completed  a  final  version  of  the  questionnaire  and  has  requested  a  list  of  environmental  groups. 
The  questionnaire  will  be  sent  out  soon,  and  there  may  be  topics  to  add  as  a  result  of  feedback 
received. 

Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  he  would  brainstorm  with  senior  staff  on  potential  future  topics  for 
agendas.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  recommended  that  agenda  topics  be  selected  by  checking  in  with  (1 ) 
the  Urban  Environmental  Accords;  (2)  the  Future  Agenda  Items  Checklist;  (3)  the  time  table  with 
respect  to  the  budget  and  other  reporting  requirements;  (4)  new  topics;  (5)  reviewing  the  Commission 
Bylaws  Policy  Committee  functions;  (6)  questionnaire  feedback  from  environmental  organizations;  and 
(7)  periodical  updates  from  agencies,  e.g.,  SFPUC  Wastewater  Plan,  etc.  Deputy  Director  Assmann 
reported  that  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  (SFPUC)  is  establishing  a  new  position  for 
a  Water  Conservation  Manager. 

Deputy  Director  Assmann  reported  that  he  has  been  working  on  a  $25  million  Request  for  Proposal(s) 
for  an  energy-efficiency  program  and  for  stimulus  funding  that  may  be  received. 

10.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

11.  Adjournment.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  adjourned  at  7:10  p.m. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

The  next  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  meeting  is  scheduled  for  Monday,  September  14, 
2009  at  5:00  p.m.  in  Room  421,  City  Hall. 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission's  office,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between 
the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  meeting. asp?id=61 005,  (3) 
by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item  above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355- 
3709  or  via  e-mail  at  Monica. Fish(5)sfgov. org  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting. 


*  Approved: 
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COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Jane 
MarieFrancis  Martin 


1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  convened  at  5:05  p.m.  Present:  Vice- 
Chair  Gravanis  and  Commissioner  Martin;  Excused:  Commissioner  Wald. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  July  13,  2009  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting.  (Discussion  and 
Action)  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Martin  and  second  by  Vice-Chair  Gravanis,  the  July  13,  2009 
Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  without  objection  (AYES:  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  Commissioner 
Martin)  Absent:  Chair  Wald)  (Explanatory  Document:  July  13,  2009  Approved  Minutes 

http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  paqe.asp?id=1 08370). 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

Item  8  was  heard  before  Item  4. 

4.  San  Francisco's  Sustainability  Plan.  Sponsor:  Commissioner  Jane  Martin,  Speakers:  Stephen 
Coyle,  AIA,  LEED  AP,  Principal,  Town  Green,  Oakland,  CA  (10  minutes);  David  Assmann,  Deputy 
Director  (Informational  Presentation  and  Discussion) 

Commissioner  Martin  reported  on  Mr.  Coyle's  good  work  on  comprehensive  green  plans  in  other  areas 
and  asked  that  he  provide  comment  on  San  Francisco's  guiding  documents  and  discuss  his  work,  in 
particular  with  the  "Emerald  Cities"  project  through  the  California  Department  of  Conservation. 
Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  she  is  cognizant  that  the  Commission  and  staff's  role  is  limited  due  to 
the  peer  structure  in  City  government,  but  asked  that  consideration  be  given  as  to  what  can  be  done 
within  those  limitations  and  parameters  to  support  City  agencies  in  having  a  comprehensive  plan  and  in 
creating  an  annual  agenda  to  enable  this  process. 

Mr.  Coyle  stated  that  he  has  had  the  benefit  of  working  around  the  country  including  New  York,  Boston, 
and  Portland  on  development  standards,  and  helped  Portland  write  some  of  their  more  progressive 
development  standards.  Mr.  Coyle  recommended  that  rather  than  relying  on  what  is  sometimes  called 
"gizmo  green"  or  relying  on  technology  to  carry  the  weight  of  a  Sustainability  Plan,  that  it  is  more 
important  to  look  at  measures,  strategies  and  techniques  that  have  been  proven  over  time.  Mr.  Coyle 
stated  that  he  would  like  to  share  the  qualifications  that  were  used  when  assessing  the  efficacy  of 
different  strategies,  because  when  he  reviewed  San  Francisco's  Sustainability  and  Climate  Action 
Plans,  it  was  all  very  sound,  but  thought  it  would  be  interesting  in  terms  of  peer  review  to  assess 
proposed  actions  under  another  or  additional  set  of  metrics  that  include: 
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•  Time  testing-rather  than  looking  ahead,  it  would  be  beneficial  to  look  behind  to  see  what  has 
worked  over  time.  San  Francisco  has  actually  accomplished  this  well,  certainly  in  terms  of  transit 
systems.  Portland  had  one  of  the  "best  of  the  west"  streetcar  systems  which  were  electrified, 
convertible  to  renewable  energy,  and  created  essentially  mixed-use  corridors  in  a  compact  and 
sustainable  form,  yet  Portland  tore  out  every  bit  of  streetcar  and  is  now  beginning  to  replace  them 
at  a  greater  expense.  It  is  a  lesson  that  many  cities  have  learned. 

•  Adaptability — how  can  San  Francisco's  sustainability  planning  become  more  adaptable  in  terms  of 
the  actions  being  proposed?  In  some  ways  there  is  a  movement  from  mitigation  of  greenhouse 
gases  to  actually  looking  more  carefully  at  adaptability  to  climate  change.  There  was  a  recent 
article  in  the  Washington  Post  and  New  York  Times  about  the  Department  of  Defense's  analysis 
that  climate  change  is  now  a  serious  security  issue.  Different  scenarios  are  being  researched  from 
different  cities  and  countries. 

Mr.  Coyle  stated  that  he  did  a  presentation  for  Alameda's  Earth  Day  on  the  implications  of  1,  2,  3,  4, 
5  meter  sea-level  rise.  San  Francisco  has  reviewed  implications  from  sea-level  rise,  and  what  has 
been  found  is  shocking,  especially  in  the  East  Bay.  That  doesn't  mean  that  we  need  to  start  looking 
at  remediation,  but  rather  to  point  out  that  part  of  a  good  sustainability  or  action  plan  would  state 
that  we  should  be  redeveloping  where  we  should  be  developing  and  putting  infrastructure  where  we 
know  it  has  some  probability  of  remaining  secure. 

•  Virtuous  actions-actions  should  be  virtuous,  meaning  that  the  implications  and  impacts 
downstream  of  the  action  should  produce  beneficial  consequences.  This  is  in  response  to  some  of 
the  technological  proposals  that  are  not  time-tested,  may  not  be  particularly  adaptable,  and  may 
have  unintended  consequences.  There  is  a  need  for  creating  virtuous  feedback,  cycles  and  impacts 
downstream  of  the  event  (10  or  20  years),  and  to  look  at  what  kinds  of  actions  would  produce 
virtuous  cycles.  For  example,  if  we  secure  open  areas  for  recharge,  that  we  should  have  the 
benefit  of  maintaining  some  land  that  won't  be  developed  on  in  the  future.  It  sets  up  a  virtuous 
cycle.  Those  areas  are  set  aside,  not  built  on,  and  protected  in  order  to  force  ourselves  into  growing 
compactly  into  development.  That  is  a  major  example  of  a  positive  virtuous  feedback  cycle  by  virtue 
of  something  that  can  be  regulated. 

•  Durable — we  are  still  creating  throw-away  buildings,  throw-away  infrastructure.  Durability  should  be 
part  of  the  measures  that  are  used  to  test  the  cost-benefit  of  our  actions.  One  that  may  be  less 
relevant  to  San  Francisco  and  more  relevant  to  regions  would  be  scalability.  Some  of  the 
interventions  that  are  being  proposed  are  scaled  for  the  building  or  the  site,  and  yet  they  can't  be 
applied  in  a  larger  scale.  Example,  in  reference  to  some  of  the  technological  and  renewable  energy 
technology,  wind  generation  for  example,  you  are  starting  to  now  see  a  scalability  where  you  can 
actually  create  wind  turbines  that  are  building-mounted,  and  then  you  have  larger  wind  turbines  for 
more  of  a  regional  scale.  That  is  a  good  example  of  a  technology  that  is  scalable. 

•  What  interventions  can  be  proposed  that  are  relatively  simple,  relatively  inexpensive,  and  broadly 
applicable?  Mr.  Coyle  stated  that  Commissioner  Martin's  project  to  introduce  a  way  of  greening  the 
urban  landscape  is  an  example  of  something  relatively  simple,  has  good  benefits,  but  is  broadly 
applicable.  It  can  be  done  virtually  anywhere  as  opposed  to  racks  of  photovoltaics  or  even  green 
roofs,  which  has  been  done  substantially  in  Portland  and  Chicago.  But  in  a  seismic  zone  such  as 
San  Francisco,  the  amount  of  infrastructure  that  might  be  required  to  retrofit  roofs  to  green  might  be 
substantial  and  may  not  provide  the  cost  benefit  that  it  should  have.  If  the  project  does  not  meet  the 
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test  of  simplicity,  relative  inexpensiveness,  and  is  broadly  applicable,  it  doesn't  mean  that  you 
dismiss  it,  but  it  is  an  important  qualification. 

•  Integrative-what  actions  in  your  Sustainability  Plan  can  create  synergy  with  other  actions?  Rather 
than  a  stand-alone  program,  what  can  be  done  that  can  be  linked  to  other  proposed  actions?  One 
of  the  best  examples  is  the  "Safe  Route  to  Schools  Program",  that  does  have  some  funding,  but  is 
essentially  self-funded.  A  "Safe  Route  to  Schools  Program"  requires  a  decent  streetscape 
environment,  traffic  calming,  a  lively  and  safe-eyes  on  the  street  fagade.  Just  by  creating  such  a 
program,  one  can  create  incentives  for  greening  the  streets  and  creating  a  better  pedestrian 
environment.  It  fits  the  test  of  being  integrative  or  creating  synergy  with  other  actions. 

•  Vernacular-what  can  you  do  in  San  Francisco,  in  the  East  Bay,  or  in  Tracy,  where  the  "Emerald 
Cities"  pilot  project  is  being  done  to  involve  local  people?  Work  is  still  in  progress  in  Los  Angeles  to 
reach  the  zero-waste  target.  One  of  the  measures  used  was  "vernacular"-what  can  a  citizen  do  to 
help  so  they  can  actually  feel  empowered  to  make  change?  In  a  zero-waste  or  low  carbon  plan, 
three  or  four  different  ways  were  devised.  In  Los  Angeles,  education  became  the  highest 
leveraged-strategy  and  was  a  citywide,  six-year  effort.  Of  all  the  measures  proposed  to  take  Los 
Angeles  to  zero  waste,  education  was  by  a  substantial  margin  the  single  most  important  strategy 
that  people  felt  was  important.  Education  was  offered  in  every  curriculum  from  K-12  on  recycling, 
reuse,  and  reducing.  This  strategy  was  called  vernacular  intervention  because  virtually  anyone  can 
do  it. 

Mr.  Coyle  stated  that  because  of  regulations  and  Senate  and  Assembly  bills,  there  is  a  focus  around 
quantification  as  a  means  of  measuring  performance  of  different  actions.  For  example,  vehicle  miles 
traveled  and  C02  equivalent  seem  to  rise  to  the  top  with  some  unfortunate  consequences.  The  focus  is 
on  reduction  measures,  and  the  value  of  a  comprehensive  approach  is  lost. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  Mr.  Coyle  to  provide  an  overview  of  the  Tracy  "Emerald  Cities"  project.  Mr. 
Coyle  stated  that  the  pilot  project  is  primarily  an  interdepartmental  effort  sponsored  by  the  California 
Sustainability  Alliance  and  the  Department  of  Conservation,  to  assist  communities  and  perhaps  regions 
or  at  least  counties  in  creating  comprehensive  sustainable  planning  that  is  actionable.  The  idea  grew 
out  of  the  performing  climate  action  plans  for  Hayward  and  Martinez,  where  the  focus  was  on 
transportation,  land  use,  energy  and  solid  waste.  It  was  recognized  that  transportation  cannot  be 
addressed  without  looking  at  land  use  and  forms  of  development;  energy  can't  be  reviewed  without 
reviewing  building  scale  and  the  impact  of  energy,  water  etc.  A  discussion  was  held  with  the  state  about 
taking  a  more  comprehensive  approach  than  the  conventional  climate  action  plan  has  accomplished  to 
date,  and  the  "Emerald  Cities"  program  was  devised  as  a  result.  The  program  is  being  implemented  by 
the  National  Charrette  institute,  which  Mr.  Coyle  co-founded  and  through  his  firm,  Town  Green. 

Mr.  Coyle  explained  that  most  of  the  public  attends  public  meetings  only  when  discussions  are  held 
about  building  economic  and  environmental  resilience  and  energy  independence.  The  foundation  of  the 
pilot  program  is  to  look  at  all  those  elements  and  to  address  them  as  comprehensively  as  time  and 
budget  allows.  The  goal  is  to  create  a  series  of  pilots  throughout  the  state,  with  the  first  one  starting  in 
Tracy.  The  project  has  commenced  and  work  is  in  progress  to  produce  a  greenhouse  gas  inventory, 
building  and  hosting  a  stand-alone  website,  which  can  be  interactive  without  jeopardizing  the  firewall. 
This  is  also  being  done  because  going  through  a  webmaster  for  every  single  step  slows  down  the 
process. 
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Mr.  Coyle  stated  that  the  focus  of  the  program  is  on  those  communities  that  don't  have  resources  such 
as  the  San  Joaquin  Valley,  which  is  one  of  the  reasons  the  state  wanted  to  start  in  Tracy.  Tracy  is  the 
opposite  of  San  Francisco,  has  tremendously  high  Vehicle  Miles  Traveled  (VMT)  and  has  a  very  high 
commute  percentage.  There  is  encroachment  on  farm  land  and  water  issues  on  agricultural  land.  The 
idea  is  that  if  it  can  be  accomplished  in  Tracy  successfully,  it  can  be  done  somewhere  else,  and  the 
lessons  learned  will  be  important  to  other  regions  and  communities  in  San  Francisco. 

Mr.  Coyle  discussed  his  concern  with  reliance  on  technology,  especially  speculative  technology  such  as 
photovoltaics.  One  of  the  issues  being  reviewed  is  energy-return  on  energy-invested.  Mr.  Coyle  stated 
that  he  is  a  big  proponent  of  renewable  energy,  but  has  observed  that  the  true  cost  of  the 
technologically-driven  renewable  energy,  e.g.,  solar,  wind,  geothermal,  rarely  includes  their  return  in 
investment.  When  cost  is  factored  in,  renewable  energy  that  requires  equipment  and  technology  is  no 
where  near  cost-effective  when  one  considers  what  it  will  take  in  terms  of  the  fossil-fuel  investment, 
which  is  another  condition  that  is  not  usually  included  in  energy-returns  and  investments.  Mr.  Coyle 
explained  that  when  looking  at  sustainability  actions,  it  is  necessary  to  make  sure  that  good  numbers 
are  being  used  that  will  stand  the  test  of  time  and  the  peer  review  of  those  who  might  oppose  the 
investment  in  these  kinds  of  renewables.  It  is  important  to  be  realistic  about  their  performance  relative 
to  the  investment. 

Mr.  Coyle  described  his  shift  back  to  low-tech  time  proven  methods  as  the  foundation  for  a 
sustainability  plan.  One  strategic  example:  when  an  energy,  or  even  solid-waste  plan  is  being  worked 
on,  we  don't  begin  with  what  kind  of  technologies  can  be  brought  in  to  help  balance  the  energy 
equation,  we  start  with  conservation  first,  then  we  move  to  efficiency.  Only  then  when  we  have 
exhausted  the  remedies  using  those,  do  we  begin  to  look  at  renewables  as  the  third  portion  of  the 
sustainability  school  and  as  the  basis  for  a  sound  plan.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  the  "Emerald 
Cities"  Plan  is  something  that  can  be  learned  from  and  is  a  good  example  of  what  it  means  to  have  a 
comprehensive  sustainability  plan.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  she  is  struggling  to  identify  a 
succinct  definition  of  the  difference  between  a  comprehensive  and  a  not-comprehensive  plan.  Mr. 
Coyle  stated  that  they  are  struggling  with  this  issue  themselves,  not  through  want  of  including  what  are 
considered  to  be  key  elements.  If  you  look  at  San  Francisco's  or  Tracy's  General  Plan,  all  of  the 
elements  are  key  parts  of  a  comprehensive  sustainability  plan,  and  somebody  thought  they  should  be 
part  of  the  City's  plan  for  the  future. 

Mr.  Coyle  stated  that  one  of  the  first  things  that  was  done  in  Hayward's  and  Martinez's  Climate  Action 
Plan,  was  to  go  through  the  General  Plan  and  Municipal  Code  and  do  an  analysis  of  what  is 
progressive  or  not.  In  Portland,  it  is  called  a  Comprehensive  Plan  instead  of  a  General  Plan  because  it 
is  supposed  to  address  all  of  the  areas  that  are  important  for  the  long-term  health  of  the  community. 
One  definition  of  a  Comprehensive  Sustainability  Plan  would  be  for  all  the  areas  of  a  City's  General 
Plan  to  contain  resilience,  health,  and  sustainability  as  policies.  Then  all  of  the  other  elements  of  the 
Municipal  Code,  which  is  really  where  the  implementation  is,  should  include  street  standards  and  all  of 
the  elements  of  the  Sustainability  Plan.  Mr.  Coyle  stated  that  he  has  observed  that  the  Sustainability 
Plan  transportation  section  has  parking  recommendations,  and  that  most  of  the  proposed  actions  fall 
under  the  Municipal  Code.  The  more  comprehensive  you  are  horizontally  in  terms  of  large-scale  to  the 
details  of  bike  racks,  and  horizontally  across  the  elements  from  circulation  and  land  use,  open  space 
conservation,  housing,  all  the  way  through  the  elements,  would  be  the  other  way  to  look  at  it 
comprehensively. 

Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  she  thinks  about  goal  setting  when  talking  about  quantifying.  For 
example,  Sustainability  Plan  "Goal  1,  Air  Quality,  to  assure  a  level  of  air-quality  that  has  no  negative 
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impact  on  the  health  of  humans  or  the  ecosystems  of  the  natural  environment."  Commissioner  Martin 
asked  how  it  would  be  possible  for  no  negative  impact  to  be  reached  and  whether  it  is  valuable  to 
include  goals  that  may  not  be  realistic.  It  may  be  that  if  you  establish  the  goal,  you  may  reach  it.  Mr. 
Coyle  stated  that  it  is  important  to  set  comprehensive  goals.  For  example,  it  is  said  that  zero  waste  can 
be  reached  through  incineration.  There  are  people  that  would  be  happy  to  use  this  technique  and  there 
are  others  that  are  already  doing  it,  especially  in  the  East  Coast.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that 
is  not  zero-waste.  Mr.  Coyle  stated  that  some  people  would  consider  zero-waste  something  that  no 
observable  waste  being  produced  is  exported.  There  is  the  argument  that  there  would  be  air-quality 
issues  using  this  goal,  and  that  the  air-quality  goal  would  not  be  part  of  the  zero  waste-plan.  If  you  shift 
the  externalities  away  from  your  goal,  it  is  easy  to  come  up  with  a  harmful  impact  particulate  in  air- 
quality  level,  but  if  you  are  comprehensive  about  your  goals,  you  can  make  them  as  rigorous  as  you 
want.   Mr.  Coyle  stated  that  he  is  more  concerned  with  the  interim  objectives  and  how  goals  can  be 
reached,  as  in  some  ways,  how  you  get  there  is  the  end  result.  If  you  are  going  to  burn  coal  to  produce 
the  energy  to  manufacture  the  photovoltaics,  you  may  end  up  with  a  lot  of  photovoltaics  and  horrible  air. 
Looking  at  goals  comprehensively  is  important,  perhaps  more  important  than  trying  to  pick  out  one  goal 
and  making  it  perfect. 

Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  all  of  the  Department  of  the  Environment's  short-term  goals  are 
delineated  in  the  Strategic  Plan,  which  is  updated  every  year,  and  is  a  three-year  rolling  plan  that  is 
tangible  and  has  achievable  benchmarks  for  that  time-period.  The  Strategic  Plan  includes  what  the 
Department  will  be  doing  this  year,  the  next  year,  and  the  year  after  and  every  year  that  it  is  updated.  It 
contains  things  that  were  selected  that  we  think  can  be  achieved  technically  and  within  the  scope  of 
available  resources.  The  Strategic  Plan  is  really  our  working  document  to  determine  what  is  going  to  be 
done  in  the  next  three  years.  And  yes,  it  leads  to  a  larger  goal  in  the  end,  but  because  it  is  a  rolling 
plan,  you  keep  going  as  far  as  you  can  every  time  you  put  it  together.  We  go  through  the  process 
every  fall,  which  runs  parallel  to  the  Climate  Action  Plan,  which  we  now  have  embarked  on  updating  its 
five-year  goals.  It  hasn't  been  updated  in  five  years  and  is  out  of  date  in  a  lot  of  respects.  One  of  the 
exciting  challenges  and  benefit  is  that  the  Department  is  working  with  the  Planning  Department  on 
integrating  the  results  of  our  Climate  Action  Plan  into  the  City's  General  Plan  so  that  we  look  at  the 
City's  overall  planning  as  part  of  this  process.  We  think  it  is  going  to  take  a  year  to  update  our  Climate 
Action  Plan  so  that  it  can  be  integrated  into  the  City's  General  Plan  and  will  be  working  with  the 
Planning  Department  on  this  effort.  A  lot  of  emphasis  will  be  placed  on  this  project  in  the  next  year  or 
two. 

At  the  same  time,  we  will  go  through  another  reiteration  of  our  Strategic  Plan,  which  doesn't  cover 
everything  that  is  in  the  Sustainability  Plan,  because  it  only  covers  those  areas  that  are  within  our 
jurisdiction  to  control.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  and  that  which  there  is  funding  for.  Deputy  Director 
Assmann  stated  that  was  true;  however,  there  are  aspirational  things  in  the  Strategic  Plan  that  are 
designed  to  try  to  secure  funding  for.  There  are  also  some  things  that  are  outside  the  scope  of  what 
our  Department  is  responsible  for,  water  being  a  major  one. 

The  Department  is  also  working  on  the  City's  Climate  Action  Plan  as  well  as  working  with  all  City 
departments  who  are  now  responsible  for  their  own  Climate  Action  Plan.  These  are  the  practical  things 
that  will  be  worked  on  in  the  next  year  that  has  kept  us  really  busy.  The  Climate  Action  Plan  does  have 
stretch  goals.  To  even  meet  the  future  goals  that  were  legislated,  it  will  require  whole-scale  shifting  of 
the  way  society  and  the  city  does  business.  The  2012  goals  are  certainly  easily  achievable,  but  the 
goals  further  down  the  road  are  much  more  difficult.  It  can't  be  said  that  there  are  practical  steps  that 
have  been  identified  to  meet  those  longer-term  goals,  but  there  are  certainly  practical  steps  to  meet  the 
short-term  goals.  To  achieve  the  50%  and  80%  reduction  in  carbon  emissions  is  a  whole-scale  change 
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in  the  way  we  operate.  Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  the  target  date  for  this  goal.  Deputy 
Director  Assmann  reported  that  there  are  state  and  local  target  dates  established  in  the  legislation. 
Commissioner  Martin  asked  when  we  would  have  no  negative  impact  on  air-quality.  Deputy  Director 
Assmann  stated  that  there  is  no  projection  at  this  time. 

Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  you  look  at  things  from  the  point-source  and  life-cycle 
perspective.  The  original  Climate  Action  Plan  mixes  apples  and  oranges--it  has  transportation  and 
energy  as  a  point-source,  and  then  it  has  waste,  which  is  a  life-cycle  analysis,  not  a  point-source. 
There  is  discussion  about  redoing  our  Climate  Action  Plan  and  dividing  it  into  two  sections,  one  that 
would  be  focused  on  point-source  and  the  other  on  life-cycle.  Life-cycle  is  ultimately  the  most  important 
because  all  of  the  embodied  energy,  all  the  waste  that  is  created  in  products  that  end  up  in  the  city,  we 
are  ultimately  responsible  for  generating.  However,  it  doesn't  show  up  in  any  of  our  climate  inventories 
because  the  emissions  aren't  here-they  are  wherever  that  product  was  manufactured,  where  the 
energy  was  produced.  That  ultimately  is  a  much  bigger  climate  impact  than  the  transportation 
emissions  in  the  city  or  in  the  fossil  fuel  that  is  burned  in  the  city.  The  idea  is  to  look  at  them  separately 
and  set  goals  for  each  because  they  require  different  sets  of  actions  to  achieve  goals.  Methodologies 
for  identifying  the  proper  methodologies  or  even  measuring  both  of  those  have  not  been  worked  out 
yet.  We  did  well  on  the  point-source  side,  which  is  relatively  easy  compared  to  the  life-cycle.  It  was 
explained  that  96%  of  the  waste  that  is  created  for  every  product  gets  created  before  the  product  is 
made-it  is  not  the  disposal.  To  recycle  something,  at  most  you  are  affecting  four-percent  of  the  waste 
created.  If  you  really  think  about  it,  you  have  to  think  about  reduction,  using  less  to  begin  with,  which 
has  so  much  more  of  an  impact  than  recycling  something  or  diverting  it  from  landfill.  So  we  have  just 
started  tackling  those  issues  on  a  philosophical  level.  The  impact  is  complicated  as  it  is  not  just  point 
source,  and  you  have  to  look  at  the  whole  scope  of  what  you  do. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  as  to  what  degree  the  Department's  planning  process  is  comprehensive 
in  terms  of  discussions  held  at  this  meeting,  or  is  it  felt  that  we  can  do  better,  or  are  there  obstacles  that 
make  it  such  that  it  is  irrelevant.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  our  planning  process  for  the 
areas  that  we  have  jurisdiction  or  control  over  is  fairly  comprehensive,  and  there  is  a  lot  that  needs  to 
be  added.  That  being  said,  there  are  areas  outside  our  jurisdiction  that  may  not  have  the  benefit  of  the 
same  planning  or  goal-setting.  For  example,  there  are  areas  in  the  Sustainability  Plan  that  are  outside 
our  jurisdiction  that  may  not  be  worked  on  in  terms  of  planning  for  the  future.  Part  of  it  is  from  not  being 
able  to  track  what  is  going  on  in  long-term  water  planning  or  in  transportation  planning,  which  is  not 
entirely  in  our  control.  Even  though  we  are  putting  together  Climate  Action  Plans,  there  are  all  kinds  of 
departments  that  have  transportation  responsibilities  and  are  doing  longer-term  planning  that  we  are 
not  part  of.  The  gap  is  in  potentially  planning  for  those  areas  that  do  not  fall  within  the  Department's 
jurisdiction  and  secondly,  more  coordination  between  what  other  departments  are  doing  and  what  we 
are  doing.  The  big  step  forward  would  be  to  have  individual  departments  create  Climate  Action  Plans 
because  that  allows  you  to  take  a  look  at  what  other  departments  are  planning  and  to  see  how  it  can  be 
integrated  with  our  efforts.  There  has  only  been  one  plan  put  together  to  date  in  the  first  year,  and  it 
going  to  take  several  years  before  it  is  at  a  state  where  it  should  be.  Commissioner  Martin  inquired 
how  the  requirement  for  department  climate  action  plans  came  about.  Deputy  Director  Assmann 
reported  that  it  originated  from  a  Mayor's  directive. 

Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  as  much  as  other  agencies  may  want  to  cooperate,  we  have  this  peer- 
to-peer  relationship  hierarchically,  and  it  seems  that  it  is  difficult  to  take  the  lead  because  of  that 
structure.  Commissioner  Martin  asked  that  recognizing  that  is  not  going  to  change,  would  it  be  within 
the  Department's  and  Commission's  charge  to  interact  with  sister  agencies  and  Commissions  to  keep 
driving  at  goals.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  it  could  be  that  everything  that  needs  to  be 
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accomplished  on  water,  for  example,  is  being  done,  but  we  are  not  tracking  it.  Commissioner  Martin 
asked  whether  it  was  within  our  jurisdiction  to  provide  tracking.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  it 
was  not.  Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  it  could  be  tracked  in  the  same  way  that  the  department 
climate  action  plans  are  being  tracked.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  it  is  not  analogous 
completely  because  the  Department's  Climate  Coordinator  is  coordinating  the  efforts  of  all  of  the 
departments;  whereas,  the  responsibility  for  water  resides  with  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities 
Commission  (SFPUC),  and  there  is  not  available  staff  to  do  the  tracking. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  it  would  be  possible  for  the  Department  to  have  a  comprehensive  plan 
manager  so  there  is  a  point  person  for  general  sustainability.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  it 
could  be  possible  in  the  future,  but  at  this  point  we  are  challenged  just  to  do  the  Climate  Action  Plan, 
which  will  take  a  tremendous  amount  of  staff  effort  throughout  the  next  year.  Concurrently,  we  are 
going  to  be  redoing  our  Strategic  Plan,  which  is  usually  embarked  upon  in  September  or  October  and  is 
usually  a  three-month  process.  One  of  the  intents  is  to  have  the  Plan  complete  before  we  go  into  the 
next  budget  cycle  in  January,  which  is  when  the  budget  is  assembled.  Those  two  efforts  take  a 
tremendous  amount  of  resources  so  taking  on  an  additional  role  may  not  be  feasible  at  this  time.  It 
might  be  useful  to  determine  those  areas  that  are  outside  the  jurisdiction  of  the  department  but  are 
environmentally-related,  so  that  we  might  request  updates  from  other  departments  on  their  plans  and 
goals. 

Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  he  hasn't  recently  compared  the  Sustainability  Plan  to  the 
Strategic  Plan  to  identify  overlaps,  what  is  missing,  and  what  areas  are  outside  of  what  is  normally 
worked  on.  An  update  was  done  six  years  ago  that  shows  a  report  card  of  where  we  are  in  the 
Sustainability  Plan,  which  is  located  on  the  Department's  website.  The  original  Sustainability  Plan  was 
also  created  so  long  ago  that  portions  of  it  are  completely  obsolete.  Commissioner  Martin  asked 
whether  it  would  be  worthwhile  to  revise  the  Plan.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  the 
Department's  standpoint  is  that  the  rolling  three-year  Strategic  Plan  is  a  living  document  that  replaces 
the  Sustainability  Plan  and  takes  on  the  short-term  work  that  needs  to  happen  to  reach  the  long-term 
goals  that  were  originally  articulated  in  the  Sustainability  Plan.  There  were  some  real  drawbacks  to  the 
Sustainability  Plan.  One  is  that  there  was  no  monitoring  and  there  was  no  mechanism  to  track  if  it  was 
being  done  because  there  was  no  action  plan  allocated  to  the  set  of  actions.  That  is  why  a  rolling 
Strategic  Plan  is  very  specific.  It  has  all  of  these  actions,  things  that  we  have  to  do  this  fiscal  year,  the 
next,  and  thereafter  and  can  be  measured  along  with  assignment  of  responsibility.  It  is  much  more  of  a 
living  active  document,  which  grew  out  of  the  Sustainability  Plan.  What  is  valuable  now  is  to  make  the 
Strategic  Plan  as  robust  as  possible  and  to  also  have  other  departments  do  strategic  plans  along  the 
same  line  as  we  do.  There  are  performance  plans  that  every  department  has  to  do  annually,  but  they 
are  not  strategic  plans. 

Commissioner  Martin  recommended  that  the  Committee  and  especially  the  full  Commission's  agendas 
be  coordinated  and  more  relevant  with  the  Strategic  Plan  and  Budget  annual  cycle  that  is  being 
referred  to,  and  that  an  effort  should  be  made  to  ensure  that  Commissioners  understand  what  the 
department  is  doing  and  when.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  in  the  current  cycle,  we  will  start 
the  Strategic  Planning  process  in  October,  people  are  informed  of  activities  in  September,  and  is 
complete  by  the  end  of  December  in  order  to  inform  the  budget.  The  budget  process  is  started  in 
December  and  has  to  be  complete  by  February  20,  which  is  the  date  it  is  due  to  the  Mayor's  Office.  It 
takes  another  six  months  to  get  through  the  process. 

Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  she  is  excited  that  the  state  is  taking  the  initiative  for  the  "Emerald 
Cities"  project  and  hopes  that  it  has  great  success  and  gets  more  widely  recognized  and  applied. 
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Commissioner  Martin  inquired  whether  there  were  resources  that  could  be  offered  to  this  project.  Mr. 
Coyle  stated  that  there  is  recognition  that  departments  and  agencies  have  to  work  collaboratively; 
however,  the  mechanism  for  doing  so  has  not  been  implemented.  So  you  might  have  Caltrans  doing  a 
project  that  may  impact  and  need  the  attention  of  other  departments,  but  there  is  no  mechanism  or 
operation  for  making  sure  that  the  agencies  are  coordinating  around  something  that  helps  build 
resilience  and  sustainability  through  these  projects.  There  is  at  least  recognition  that  it  is  necessary.  It 
was  explained  that  through  the  pilots,  departments  and  agencies  that  have  not  talked  much  to  each 
other  except  in  conferences  and  meetings  are  being  brought  in  to  collaborate. 

Mr.  Coyle  inquired  how  the  Department  goes  about  deciding  which  strategies,  tactics,  and  actions  to 
implement.  Is  there  an  internal  evaluation  process  that  includes  making  a  short  list  or  prioritized  list? 
Deputy  Director  Assmann  reported  that  decisions  are  sometimes  driven  by  mandates  and  identifying 
strategies  to  reach  goals.  We  have  the  current  three-year  Strategic  Plan  that  goes  through  the  2010 
period,  and  we  have  a  set  of  strategies,  for  example,  this  is  what  we  are  going  to  do  to  reduce  our 
waste  by  how  much  in  the  commercial,  residential  and  municipal  sector,  and  here  are  the  actions  we 
are  going  to  take  to  get  us  there.  Other  processes  and  program  areas  may  not  be  so  number  driven, 
may  have  their  own  planning  sessions,  and  everything  goes  through  the  larger  Department  to  integrate. 

Mr.  Coyle  asked  if  there  was  consistency  and  use  of  a  similar  evaluation  methodology  throughout 
program  areas.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  as  much  as  possible.  Mr.  Coyle  stated  that  there  is 
no  consistency  or  methodology  from  city-to-city  or  department-to-department-everybody  has  a  different 
method.  Methods  may  include  sitting  in  a  room,  making  decisions  and  collaborating  with  others,  or 
using  strictly  state  guidelines  for  making  decisions,  or  others  may  use  metrics  or  measures  that  are 
more  qualitative.  At  some  point  it  would  be  beneficial  to  present  how  a  successful  city  goes  about 
deciding  on  their  evaluation  criteria  and  how  to  go  about  making  decisions.  Deputy  Director  Assmann 
stated  that  is  why  it  is  hard  to  compare  city-to-city  and  state-to-state  because  everybody  does  it 
differently.  Mr.  Coyle  asked  if  a  software  tool  was  used.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  not 
specifically,  but  that  there  is  software  used  for  reporting  C02  emissions.  Mr.  Coyle  stated  that  Tracy  is 
using  ICLEI's  inventory  software  and  reported  on  their  new  product  that  improves  the  process  and 
makes  the  calculation  quicker.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  in  reference  to  the  department  Climate 
Action  Plans,  the  Commission  learned  this  year  that  we  need  to  identify  a  standard  reporting  format. 
Deputy  Director  Assmann  reported  that  Ms.  Ostrander,  the  Department's  Climate  Coordinator,  is 
spending  a  lot  of  time  working  on  making  sure  that  all  reporting  methodologies  are  the  same  throughout 
City  departments. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  recommended  that  a  formalized  approach  be  taken  to  track  activities  even  though 
action  plans  are  not  going  to  be  developed  or  staff  assigned  in  the  near  future.  The  idea  of  supplanting 
the  Sustainability  Plan  with  the  Strategic  Plan  is  fine  in  most  cases  except  in  those  areas  where  there 
are  items  that  are  not  in  the  Strategic  Plan.  We  know  that  biodiversity,  water  supply,  wastewater  and 
stormwater  management  are  not  things  that  are  in  our  Strategic  Plan,  and  there  are  good  reasons  for 
that.  It  is  also  important  to  look  at  unintended  consequences,  and  it  is  a  good  idea  to  at  least  go 
through  the  process.  For  example,  if  we  are  going  to  do  a  wind-generation  project,  we  don't  want  to  kill 
birds,  and  if  we  are  going  to  be  focused  on  carbon  sequestration  and  planting  trees  wherever  we  can, 
we  should  review  whether  it  would  have  an  effect  on  our  requirements  for  habitat  diversity,  etc.  It  is 
also  important  to  track  items  that  funding  is  not  immediately  available  for  in  order  to  pursue  these  things 
if  grant  money  or  contracts  are  received. 

Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  we  should  have  somebody  that  is  responsible  for  those  areas 
identified  in  the  Plan  that  we  don't  currently  have  responsibility  for.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that 
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nobody  in  the  entire  city  is  looking  at  biodiversity  for  the  city.  The  Recreation  and  Park  Department  is 
looking  at  it  only  in  its  natural  areas.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  it  would  be  important  for  us 
to  identify  stakeholders  in  that  particular  area  and  identify  a  group  that  could  work  on  a  strategic  plan, 
e.g.  a  combination  of  City  government  and  other  stakeholders.  This  area  was  addressed  in  the 
Sustainability  Plan  but  not  in  the  Strategic  Plan  and  should  be  covered  as  to  who  would  most  likely 
have  the  interest,  influence,  and  expertise.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  in  addition  to  the  Strategic 
Plan,  these  areas  should  be  listed  in  the  Table  of  Contents  with  a  notation  of  who  is  responsible  since 
we  are  not.  If  nobody  is  responsible,  it  should  be  documented  that  we  are  noting  that  nobody  is 
responsible  for  this  area,  and  maybe  at  some  point  it  will  prompt  us  or  others  to  assign  responsibility. 
Additionally,  where  assignments  are  noted,  the  agency  would  be  responsible  to  provide  a  report  if  we 
by  default  are  the  collectors  towards  the  effort  of  the  Sustainability  Plan. 

Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  it  would  make  sense  to  make  biodiversity  fit  in  and  to  secure 
resources,  which  would  not  be  outside  of  our  purview.  It  is  outside  of  our  purview  in  that  the  Recreation 
and  Park  Department  has  the  responsibility  for  the  park  lands.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  you 
could  equally  say  that  we  don't  have  purview  over  how  private  citizens  have  their  backyard,  but  in  effect 
we  have  mechanisms  that  can  get  at  those  things.  Maybe  not  expecting  the  Recreation  and  Park 
Department  to  be  the  primary  responsibility  would  be  the  answer  because  they  only  have  jurisdiction 
over  their  areas.  Mr.  Coyle  inquired  whether  non-profits  are  brought  in  to  assist  in  this  kind  of  analysis. 
Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  non-profits  have  participated  in  informal  ways  but  again  funding  is  not 
available.  If  there  were  a  grant  to  create  a  Department  Office  of  Biodiversity  with  staff  assignments, 
then  we  could  coordinate  those  things.  There  are  people  who  are  willing  to  provide  their  input  for  free, 
e.g.,  the  Audubon  Society,  Nature  in  the  City,  Sierra  Club,  and  the  Native  Plant  Society,  but  there  is  no 
place  for  their  input  to  be  directed.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  asked  how  other  cities  handle  it.  Vice- 
Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  a  lot  of  information  has  been  collected-London  has  a  Biodiversity  Council; 
New  York  City  has  a  huge  department  of  natural  areas  within  its  Recreation  and  Park  Department; 
Portland  has  a  huge  natural  areas  program  that  is  part  of  the  city.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  asked  if 
they  deal  with  areas  outside  of  park  lands.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  she  was  not  sure.  Mr.  Coyle 
stated  that  Portland  has  a  regional  government,  metro,  which  acts  as  a  receptor,  gatherer  of  data, 
which  assists  Portland  because  it  is  able  to  look  outside  of  city  boundaries  as  well  as  collect  data  within 
the  city. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  inquired  about  the  best  way  to  access  information  about  "Emerald  Cities."  Mr. 
Coyle  stated  that  information  can  be  accessed  through  Town  Green  and  through  the  state  director.  Mr. 
Coyle  stated  that  it  seems  to  him  that  if  you  are  trying  to  create  better  walkable  places,  very  little  has 
been  done  in  San  Francisco  to  improve  the  streetscape,  especially  in  the  "Avenues,"  the  western  part 
of  the  city.  Mr.  Coyle  stated  that  parts  of  San  Francisco  are  in  good  condition  and  other  parts  are  so 
appalling  it  is  hard  to  believe  it  is  the  same  place,  and  recommended  focusing  on  improvements  to  the 
streetscape. 

Commissioner  Martin  announced  that  the  SFPUC  through  the  Community  Challenge  Grant  just  gave 
Plant  SF  funding  for  a  pilot  in  the  Sunset  District  that  will  start  in  September.  The  PUC  has  done  a 
watershed  analysis  for  the  eastern  half  of  the  city,  and  have  started  the  western  half  this  summer.  Mr. 
Coyle  stated  that  Portland  has  put  a  lot  of  effort  into  sculpting  the  street,  putting  in  curb  extensions, 
installing  brick  sidewalks,  and  allocating  a  lot  of  money  where  it  wasn't  cost-effective  for  what  was 
being  produced.  Mr.  Coyle  recommended  looking  for  interventions  that  could  be  made  relatively 
simply,  at  low-cost  that  does  not  involve  tremendous  amount  of  expensive  infrastructure  changes  that 
would  require  a  bond  mechanism  to  pay  for  them.  These  types  of  projects  would  increase  property 
values  because  the  streetscape  would  be  more  desirable  and  aesthetically  pleasing,  which  is  what  you 


Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee 
August  10,  2009  Approved  Meeting  Minutes 
Page  10 


see  in  Portland.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  there  would  also  be  community  value  because 
businesses  would  start  to  locate  there  and  people  would  respond  accordingly. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  the  Strategic  Plan  should  contain  an  acknowledgement  of  the  things 
that  are  not  being  included.  It  was  recommended  that  discussions  be  held  with  volunteer 
environmental  groups  about  their  willingness  to  participate  in  updating  this  section  and  getting  someone 
to  coordinate  the  effort.  Commissioner  Martin  recommended  soliciting  input  to  gather,  even  it  were  not 
to  be  processed.  There  is  concern  about  citing  only  one  entity  who  cares  about  biodiversity  as  it  would 
be  from  only  one  perspective,  and  there  is  no  comprehensive  biodiversity  non-profit  organization  in 
town.  It  was  recommended  that  a  basic  start  would  be  to  extend  an  invitation  to  people  and  entities 
who  are  interested  in  providing  input  for  us  to  collect  and  create  a  plan  for  whatever  format  is 
manageable.  It  would  be  similar  to  the  Climate  Action  Plan  where  information  is  accepted  the  first  year 
and  if  it  becomes  unwieldy,  at  least  we  have  the  benefit  of  people's  different  perspective,  and  it  could 
be  data  collected  that  at  some  point  somebody  could  work  on. 

Commissioner  Martin  recommended  requesting  specific  comments  on  the  topic  of  biodiversity,  e.g.,  to 
ask  what  has  your  organization  or  your  city  achieved,  what  specific  actions  will  you  be  doing,  and  what 
do  you  want  to  get  out  of  it.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  if  you  want  to  apply  the  comments  to 
the  Strategic  Plan,  you  would  have  to  frame  it  in  that  context,  e.g.,  what  are  your  goals  for  the  next 
three  years,  and  who  will  be  responsible.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  recommended  looking  for  groups  that 
might  want  to  work  on  certain  elements,  e.g.,  monitoring,  assisting  the  school  district  with  a  curriculum, 
pursuing  legislation  to  ban  the  sale  of  the  worst  invasive  plants  from  San  Francisco  nurseries,  etc. 
Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  there  might  be  enough  staff  resources  to  do  something  finite  like  this 
and  assist  non-profit  groups.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  it  is  more  a  question  of  identifying 
the  names  of  the  plants  that  are  being  sold  that  shouldn't  be  sold.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  this 
information  is  available.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  if  the  work  has  been  done  already,  then 
in  the  next  year,  legislation  can  be  proposed  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors  to  ban  the  sale  of  invasive 
plants.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  she  would  contact  interested  parties.  Commissioner  Martin 
suggested  putting  this  item  on  the  agenda,  informing  interested  parties,  taking  in  their  report  through 
public  comment,  and  then  internalizing  and  working  on  it.  It  was  requested  that  biodiversity  be  placed 
on  the  future  agenda  list  as  part  of  the  implementation  of  the  Sustainability  Plan,  and  not  tie  it  to  Urban 
Accord  12. 

5.  Urban  Accord  Actions  10-12  Urban  Nature.  Review  of  Department  of  the  Environment  Staff 
Comments  on  the  Recreation  and  Open  Space  Plan  (ROSE)  for  Recommendation  to  the 
Commission  on  the  Environment.  Sponsors:  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  Commissioner  Jane  Martin; 
Speaker:  David  Assmann,  Deputy  Director  (10  minutes)  (Discussion  and  Action) 

Deputy  Director  Assmann  reported  on  staff  comments  received  to  date: 

1 .  Define  open  spaces  broadly  to  include  open  water  resources  and  land  areas  outside  the  main  land. 
One  of  the  ROSE  elements  talks  about  land;  it  doesn't  talk  about  water,  doesn't  talk  about  the  areas 
outside  the  mainland,  e.g.,  the  water  between  here  and  Alcatraz,  water  between  here  and  the 
Farallone  Islands.  There  is  potential  for  programming  in  those  areas.  There  are  things  that  are 
going  on  in  those  areas  to  be  concerned  about. 

2.  Clarify  how  ROSE  is  made  consistent  with  and  prioritized  with  other  planning  efforts  for  site-specific 
areas,  overlapping  jurisdictions  in  particular,  and  the  City's  own  internal  planning  documents.  To 
make  sure  it  is  integrated  and  harmonized  with  other  City  planning  documents  as  that  is  not 
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currently  the  case,  e.g.,  the  documents  being  put  together  for  Ocean  Beach  should  be  consistent 
with  ROSE.    Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  one  of  the  items  discussed  at  the  SPUR  and 
Neighborhood  Parks  Council  workshop  was  that  some  people  felt  that  because  the  Ocean  Beach 
Plan,  McLaren  Park  Master  Plan,  and  Golden  Gate  Park  Master  Plan  are  in  progress,  that  this 
document  should  simply  reference  that  they  are  in  progress,  but  not  try  to  repeat  everything  that 
might  be  in  them.  The  Plans  are  not  finished  so  you  can't  incorporate  them,  and  you  shouldn't  try  to 
prejudge  what  should  be  in  them  to  place  in  the  ROSE  document  either  because  they  have  their 
own  separate  planning  processes  and  their  own  advisory  committee.  Commissioner  Martin  stated 
that  except  to  the  degree  that  the  Plans  should  not  be  inconsistent.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that 
the  final  comments  for  the  ROSE  are  due  by  the  end  of  September,  and  those  other  documents  are 
farther  out.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  the  ROSE  document  would  be  the  one  to  influence  the 
other  documents.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  any  General  Plan  Element  is  supposed  to  guide 
subsequent  development  and  decisions  in  that  area.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  it  is 
important  that  there  not  be  inconsistencies  between  the  Plans  going  forward  and  also  the  ones 
currently  in  place. 

3.  Preservation  of  sunlight  and  open  spaces.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  there  is  quite  a  lot  about 
this  topic  in  the  Plan.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  she  thought  the  marine  aspect  was  included 
also.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  the  ROSE  states  that  the  ocean  and  the  bay  are  the  most 
important  natural  resources  that  San  Francisco  has;  however,  there  is  no  discussion  about  aquatic 
eco-systems  or  reference  to  the  wildlife  that  lives  between  here  and  the  Farallones,  which  should 
be  reinforced  as  habitat.  The  ROSE  refers  to  them  as  open  space.  Commissioner  Martin  stated 
that  this  section  is  based  more  on  recreation. 

Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  there  is  a  section  in  the  Plan  that  talks  about  sunlight  and 
open  spaces,  but  the  wording  could  potentially  be  interpreted  that  no  tall  trees  should  be  planted. 
Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  she  thought  that  buildings  was  what  was  referred  to,  and  it  is 
interesting  how  the  Plan  indicates  that  it  is  important  for  people  to  have  sunlight  except  when  trees 
are  involved.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  the  reference  is  on  buildings,  but  the  wording  is 
so  broad  that  it  could  be  interpreted  to  apply  to  tall  trees.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  recommended 
wording  about  not  planting  non-native  tall  trees. 

4.  Integrated  Pest  Management  (IPM) — plan  landscape  areas  to  minimize  maintenance  requirements 
and  maximize  quality. 

5.  Privately  owned  public  open  spaces-there  is  a  reference  but  no  details  about  their  locations  or 
amount  of  land  dedicated  to  privately  owned  public  own  spaces.  It  would  be  helpful  to  include  a 
more  detailed  discussion  of  these  spaces  to  promote  a  better  understanding  about  their  availability, 
accessibility,  and  potential  uses.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  SPUR  wrote  a  report  on  privately 
owned  public  spaces,  which  might  be  easier  to  incorporate  into  the  Plan  by  reference  rather  than  to 
repeat  it  all.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  discussed  the  inadequate  enforcement  mechanisms  put  in  place 
at  the  time  requirements  were  made  for  these  spaces.  However,  there  is  work  in  progress  to  make 
sure  that  there  is  enforcement. 

6.  Urban  Forest — reference  the  Urban  Forest  Master  Plan  and  clarify  how  urban  forest  planning 
activities  could  be  integrated  with  the  Planning  Department's  Urban  Forest  Master  Plan  if  it  is 
activated.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  another  issue  with  this  document  is  that  it  makes  it  seem 
like  it  was  just  written  yesterday,  which  is  not  going  to  make  any  sense  25  years  from  now.  It  is 
important  to  say  that  the  tree  master  plan  should  go  into  the  General  Plan. 
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7.  Climate  Action  Plan-track  and  reduce  the  following  elements  in  conjunction  with  the  departmental 
Climate  Action  Plan,  carbon  footprint,  energy  consumption,  water  consumption,  and  waste 
production.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  asked  if  Department  staff  considered  the  suggestion  she  made 
that  some  of  those  sustainability  measures  be  put  in  a  separate  objective  so  that  all  of  the 
sustainability  information  is  in  one  place.  There  are  already  proposed  additional  objectives  dealing 
with  recreation,  financing,  and  accountability,  so  why  not  do  a  separate  objective  for  sustainability. 
Otherwise,  where  would  you  insert  climate  action?  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  it  would 
have  to  be  under  a  sustainability  section.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  she  would  hope  that  staff 
would  review  this  section  more. 

8.  Agricultural  use  of  public  spaces  in  the  city  for  local  food  production.  This  item  is  included  in  the 
ROSE,  but  it  would  be  beneficial  to  add  additional  text  "criteria  for  ideal  sites  should  be  established 
for  availability  of  water,  accessibility,  and  proximity  to  underserved  neighborhoods."  These  criteria 
should  then  be  applied  uniformly  to  allow  prioritization  sites  for  further  development. 

9.  Recycling  suggestions  not  yet  available  from  Department  of  the  Environment  staff.  Vice-Chair 
Gravanis  discussed  suggestions  for  solid-waste  management  and  zero  waste. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  provided  additional  recommendations  to  include  in  the  ROSE,  e.g.,  sea  level 
rise — the  most  important  thing  you  need  to  do  is  to  not  allow  any  more  development  any  closer  to  the 
shoreline,  which  is  not  stated  clearly  in  the  Plan.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  he  would 
incorporate  this  recommendation  into  the  comments.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  inquired  whether  staff 
provided  any  comments  about  the  suggestion  that  we  incorporate  Nature  of  the  City's  rewrite  of 
Objective  4.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  no  comments  were  received. 

Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  he  would  prepare  additional  language  based  on  comments 
received  and  asked  that  this  agenda  item  be  continued  to  the  September  14  meeting. 

Ms.  Hui,  Department  of  the  Environment,  Urban  Forestry  Council  Coordinator,  stated  that  she  supports 
the  work  on  the  ROSE  and  the  work  of  the  Commission  in  providing  input  into  the  Plan. 

6.  Development  of  Recommendations  from  the  Policy  Committee  to  the  full  Commission 
Regarding  the  Operations  and  Practices  of  the  Full  Commission.  (Continued  from  the  July  13, 
2009  Meeting)  (Explanatory  Document:  Speaker  Presentation  Time  Proposal  (Word) 

http://sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetin^ 

Sponsor/Speaker:  Commissioner  Ruth  Gravanis  (3  minutes)  (Discussion  and  Action) 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  the  focus  at  today's  meeting  would  be  on  the  suggestion  to  make 
meetings  more  efficient  and  productive  by  adopting  for  recommendation  to  the  Commission  the 
"Speaker  Presentation  Time  Proposal"  explanatory  document  above.  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner 
Martin  and  second  by  Vice-Chair  Gravanis,  the  "Speaker  Presentation  Time  Proposal"  was  approved 
for  recommendation  to  the  full  Commission.  (AYES:  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  Commissioner  Martin; 
Absent:  Chair  Wald). 

7.  Approval  of  addition  of  Speaker  Presentation  Times  to  Committee  Agendas.  Sponsor: 
Commissioner  Jane  Martin  (3  minutes)  (Discussion  and  Action).  Committee  members  recommended 
that  speaker  presentation  times  be  added  to  all  future  Committee  agendas.  A  discussion  was  held  on 
the  proper  method  for  timing  speakers.  It  was  recommended  that  a  different  type  of  time  clock  be  used 
with  a  bigger  count-down  number  display  that  would  be  turned  toward  the  speaker.  A  request  was 
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made  to  check  with  Administrative  Services  on  availability  of  a  time  clock  to  share  with  other 
departments  or  to  check  the  Virtual  Warehouse.  A  request  was  also  made  to  adjust  the  time  clock 
loudness  for  the  warning  and  final  signals  in  Room  416,  if  possible.  The  Commission  Secretary 
indicated  that  she  would  check  if  this  was  possible.  Upon  Motion  by  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  second 
by  Commissioner  Martin,  the  addition  of  speaker  presentation  times  to  the  Committee  agendas  was 
approved  (AYES:  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  Commissioner  Martin)  Absent:  Chair  Wald). 

8.  Announcements.  (Discussion) 

•  Vice  Chair  Gravanis  announced  that  she  attended  a  walk  sponsored  by  the  India  Basin 
Neighborhood  Association  to  present  their  plan  for  redevelopment  of  the  India  Basin  area,  which 
would  now  be  joined  with  the  Hunter's  Point  Shipyard  Candlestick  Environmental  Impact  Report 
(EIR).  The  India  Basin  Neighborhood  Association  has  received  a  grant  to  fund  a  planner  and 
economist  so  they  can  critique  and  respond  to  the  Redevelopment  Agency's  plan  for  the  area, 
which  is  somewhat  different  from  theirs.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  asked  if  the  Committee  would 
consider  providing  comment  on  the  sustainability  aspect  of  the  Plan  and  with  regard  to  more 
sustainable  transportation.  She  questioned  the  proposed  Greek  Amphitheater.  There  is 
discussion  about  preserving  habitat  and  some  of  the  natural  areas  on  the  hillside  where  the  PG&E 
plant  was  to  be  removed  as  well  as  not  putting  housing  on  the  water  side  of  Hunters  Point 
Boulevard; 

•  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  in  reference  to  the  Hunters  Point  Shipyard  Candlestick  Point 
development,  San  Francisco  Park,  Recreation  and  Open  Space  Advisory  Committee  (PROSAC) 
passed  a  Resolution  related  to  SB  792,  the  bill  that  would  enable  the  sale  of  state  park  lands  for 
the  Candlestick  project  area  (Explanatory  Document:  PROSAC  Resolution  Regarding  SB  792 

(PDF)  http://sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2009/PROSACResolutionSB792.pdf). 

•  Commissioner  Martin  announced  that  she  would  be  meeting  with  the  Pittsburgh,  PA  Sustainability 
Director  this  month  and  would  provide  a  report  under  Announcements  at  a  future  meeting. 

9.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion)  Recommendations  for  future  agenda  items 
included: 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis: 

•  Biodiversity  as  part  of  the  implementation  of  the  Sustainability  Plan — do  not  tie  to  Urban 
Environmental  Accord  12. 

•  Hunters  Point  Shipyard  and  Candlestick  Point  and  Treasure  Island  updates — September  14  if 
possible,  but  not  both  on  the  same  agenda. 

Commissioner  Martin  and  Deputy  Director  Assmann:  Strategic  Plan  in  November.  Committee  agenda 
topics  should  coincide  with  the  annual  cycle  on  the  Strategic  Plan  and  Budget  discussions 

Commissioner  Martin: 

•  Discussion  with  Pittsburgh,  PA  Sustainability  Director  (Announcements  section  of  September  14 
agenda);  pharmaceuticals  update-September  14.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  reported  that  the  one 
and  only  collection  point  for  pharmaceuticals  has  stopped  collecting,  and  there  is  now  only  a  mail- 
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back  program.  Action  has  to  be  taken  at  the  state  and  federal  level  and  especially  the  federal  level 
on  controlled  substances. 

•  Urban  Forest  Master  Plan  follow-up  on  Resolution.  Commissioner  Martin  will  request  from  Mr. 
Power  of  the  Planning  Department  a  list  of  ideas  of  what  can  be  achieved  on  the  Plan  in-house. 

•  ROSE  staff  comments  continuation. 
Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  Commissioner  Martin: 

•  Outreach  for  better  attendance  at  Commission  meetings  (continued  discussion).  Vice-Chair 
Gravanis  reported  that  Ms.  Walsh,  Department  of  the  Environment  Public  Outreach  Specialist,  has 
completed  a  final  version  of  the  questionnaire  and  has  requested  a  list  of  environmental  groups. 
The  questionnaire  will  be  sent  out  soon,  and  there  may  be  topics  to  add  as  a  result  of  feedback 
received. 

Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  he  would  brainstorm  with  senior  staff  on  potential  future  topics  for 
agendas.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  recommended  that  agenda  topics  be  selected  by  checking  in  with  (1) 
the  Urban  Environmental  Accords;  (2)  the  Future  Agenda  Items  Checklist;  (3)  the  time  table  with 
respect  to  the  budget  and  other  reporting  requirements;  (4)  new  topics;  (5)  reviewing  the  Commission 
Bylaws  Policy  Committee  functions;  (6)  questionnaire  feedback  from  environmental  organizations;  and 
(7)  periodical  updates  from  agencies,  e.g.,  SFPUC  Wastewater  Plan,  etc.  Deputy  Director  Assmann 
reported  that  the  San  Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  (SFPUC)  is  establishing  a  new  position  for 
a  Water  Conservation  Manager. 

Deputy  Director  Assmann  reported  that  he  has  been  working  on  a  $25  million  Request  for  Proposal(s) 
for  an  energy-efficiency  program  and  for  stimulus  funding  that  may  be  received. 

10.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

11.  Adjournment.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  adjourned  at  7:10  p.m. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

The  next  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  meeting  is  scheduled  for  Monday,  September  14, 
2009  at  5:00  p.m.  in  Room  421 ,  City  Hall. 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission's  office,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between 
the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  meeting. asp?id=61 005.  (3) 
by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item  above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355- 
3709  or  via  e-mail  at  Monica. Fish(S)sfqov.orq  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting. 


*Approved:  September  14,  2009 
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COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Jane 
MarieFrancis  Martin 

ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 
Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Committee  takes  action  on  any  item. 

1 .  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  August  10,  2009  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting.  (Explanatory 
Document:  August  10,  2009  Draft  Minutes  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  paqe.asp?id=1 0971 5) 
(Discussion  and  Action) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Commission  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Commission's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

4.  Urban  Accord  Actions  10-12  Urban  Nature.  Review  of  Department  of  the  Environment  Staff 
Comments  on  the  Recreation  and  Open  Space  Plan  (ROSE)  for  Recommendation  to  the 
Commission  on  the  Environment.  (Continued  from  the  August  10,  2009  Meeting)  Sponsors:  Vice- 
Chair  Gravanis  and  Commissioner  Jane  Martin;  Speaker:  David  Assmann,  Deputy  Director  (15 
minutes)  (Discussion  and  Action) 

5.  Development  of  Recommendations  from  the  Policy  Committee  to  the  full  Commission 
Regarding  the  Operations  and  Practices  of  the  Full  Commission.  (Continued  from  the  August  10, 
2009  Meeting)  Sponsor/Speaker:  Commissioner  Ruth  Gravanis  (5  minutes)  (Discussion  and  Action) 

6.  Director's  Updates.  Speaker:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 

7.  Announcements.  (Discussion) 

8.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion) 

9.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

10.  Adjournment. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

The  next  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  meeting  is  scheduled  for  Monday,  October  26,  2009  at  5:00  p.m. 
in  Room  421,  City  Hall. 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission's  office,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between 
the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  meetinq.asp?id=61005,  (3) 
by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item  above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709, 
or  via  e-mail  at  Monica.Fish@sfqov.org  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting.  If  any  materials  related  to  an  item  on  this  agenda 
have  been  distributed  to  the  Commission  Policy  Committee  after  distribution  of  the  agenda  packet,  those  materials  are  available  for 
public  inspection  at  the  Department  of  the  Environment,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  during  normal  office  hours  or  will  be 
made  available  at  the  meeting  website  link  Policy  Committee's  website  http://sfgov.org/site/sfenvironment  meeting. asp?id=61 005  as 
links  to  the  agenda  or  meeting  minutes  (by  item). 


Important  Information 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this  meeting.  Please  be 
advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone, 
pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

NOTE:  Persons  unable  to  attend  the  meeting  may  submit  to  the  Committee,  by  the  time  the  proceedings  begin, 
written  comments  regarding  the  agenda  items  above.  These  comments  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  official  public 
record  and  shall  be  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Committee  members.  Any  written  comments  should  be  sent 
to:  Commission  Secretary  of  the  Environment,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  or  by  email  at 
Monica.Fish@sfgov.org  by  5:00  p.m.  on  the  day  prior  to  the  hearing.  Comments  which  cannot  be  delivered  to  the 
Commission  Secretary  by  that  time,  may  be  taken  directly  to  the  hearing  at  the  location  above.  When  bringing 
handouts  to  meetings,  please  photocopy  on  both  sides  of  the  paper  and  try  to  use  post-consumer  recycled  or 
tree-free  paper.  Also,  please  bring  sufficient  copies  of  handouts  for  the  Committee,  the  Commission  Secretary 
and  the  public. 

Public  Comment 

At  this  time,  members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  items  of  interest  that  are  within  the  subject  matter  jurisdiction  of  the 
Committee  but  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  Public  comment  will  be  taken  following  each  agendized  item.  Each  member  of  the  public 
may  address  the  Committee  for  up  to  three  minutes,  unless  otherwise  announced  by  the  Chair.  If  it  is  demonstrated  that  the  comments 
by  the  public  will  exceed  15  minutes,  the  Chair  may  continue  Public  Comment  to  another  time  during  the  meeting. 

The  Brown  Act  forbids  the  Committee  from  taking  action  or  discussing  any  item  or  issue  not  appearing  on  the  posted  agenda.  This  rule 
applies  to  issues  raised  in  public  comment  as  well.  In  response  to  public  comment,  not  on  an  agendized  item,  the  Committee  is  limited 

to: 

1.  Briefly  responding  to  statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  the  public,  or 

2.  Request  staff  to  report  back  on  a  matter  at  a  subsequent  meeting,  or 

3.  Directing  staff  to  place  the  item  or  issue  on  a  future  agenda  (Government  Code  Section  54954.2(a).) 

Disability  Access 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  Meeting  will  be  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  421,  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  Sar 
Francisco,  CA  94102,  in  the  Civic  Center  area.  The  meeting  room  is  wheelchair  accessible.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station  is  the 
Civic  Center  Station  at  United  Nations  Plaza  and  Market  Street.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location  are:  #71  Haight/Noriega  and 
the  F  Line  to  Market  and  Van  Ness  and  the  Metro  Stations  at  Van  Ness  and  Market  and  at  Civic  Center.  For  information  about  MUNI 
accessible  services  call  (415)  923-6142.  There  is  accessible  curbside  parking  adjacent  to  City  Hall  on  Grove  Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenue 
and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Veterans  Building  at  401  Van  Ness  Avenue  adjacent  to  Davies  Hall  and  the  War  Memorial  Complex. 

The  following  services  are  available  on  request  48  hours  prior  to  the  meeting;  except  for  Monday  meetings,  for  which  the  deadline  shall  be 
4:00  p.m.  of  the  last  business  day  of  the  preceding  week:  For  American  sign  language  interpreters  or  the  use  of  a  reader  during  a  meeting, 
a  sound  enhancement  system,  and/or  alternative  formats  of  the  agenda  and  minutes,  please  contact  Monica  Fish  at  (415)  355-3709  to 
make  arrangements  for  the  accommodation.  Late  requests  will  be  honored,  if  possible. 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple  chemical  sensitivity 
or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be  sensitive  to  various  chemical  based 
products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  Individuals  with  chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities  should  call 
the  Mayor's  Office  on  Disability  at  (415)  554-6789  or  (415)  554-6799  (TTY)  for  further  information. 

Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code) 
Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards,  councils,  and  other 
agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are  conducted 
before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's  review.  For  more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine 
Ordinance  or  to  report  a  violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  Sunshine  Task  Force  Administrator, 
City  Hall,  Room  409,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  at  Phone  No.:  (415)  554-7724;  Fax  No.:  (415) 
554-7854;  E-mail:  sotf(g)sfqov.orq.  Copies  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the  Clerk  of  the  Sunshine  Task  Force,  the 
San  Francisco  Public  Library  and  on  the  City's  website  at  www.sfqov.org. 

Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements 
Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  administrative  action  may  be  required  by  the  San 
Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF  Campaign  &  Governmental  Conduct  Code  §2.100,  et.  seq]  to  register  and  report  lobbying  activity. 
For  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact  the  Ethics  Commission  at:  25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Second  Floor,  San 
Francisco,  CA  94102;  telephone  (415)  252-3100,  fax  (415)  252-31 12;  web  site  atwww.sfgov.org/ethics. 
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COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Jane 
MarieFrancis  Martin 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 


1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  convened  at  5:02  p.m.  Present:  Chair 
Wald,  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  Commissioner  Martin  (5:10  p.m.) 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  August  10,  2009  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting.  (Discussion  and 
Action)  Upon  Motion  by  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  second  by  Chair  Wald,  the  August  10,  2009  Meeting 
Minutes  were  approved  without  objection  (AYES:  Chair  Wald  and  Vice-Chair  Gravanis;  Absent: 
Commissioner  Martin)  (Explanatory  Document:  August  10,  2009  Approved  Minutes 
http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  paqe.asp?id=1 0971 5). 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

4.  Urban  Accord  Actions  10-12  Urban  Nature.  Review  of  Department  of  the  Environment  Staff 
Comments  on  the  Recreation  and  Open  Space  Plan  (ROSE)  for  Recommendation  to  the 
Commission  on  the  Environment.  (Continued  from  the  August  10,  2009  Meeting)  Sponsors:  Vice- 
Chair  Gravanis  and  Commissioner  Jane  Martin;  Speaker:  David  Assmann,  Deputy  Director 
(Explanatory  Document:  ROSE  Staff  Proposed  Comments  (Word) 

http://sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2009/SFEProposedComm 

(15  minutes)  (Discussion  and  Action) 

Commissioner  Martin  joined  the  meeting  at  this  time.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  presented  and 
discussed  a  compilation  of  staff  comments  on  the  Recreation  and  Open  Space  Plan  (ROSE) 
(Explanatory  Document:  ROSE  Staff  Proposed  Comments  (Word) 

http://sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2009/SFEProposedCommentsonDraftROSESeptember142009.doc). 

On  Staff  Comment  "ROSE  should  include  policies  to  address  impacts  of  Climate  Change  and  consider 
adaptation  measures"--Chair  Wald  stated  that  it  would  be  useful  to  put  more  emphasis  on  the  Climate 
Action  Plan  and  its  timetable,  e.g.,  to  suggest  that  the  Climate  Action  Plan  is  going  to  apply  to  the  entire 
city  and  should  be  integrated  now  instead  of  later.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  stated  that  can  be  done  in 
this  context  and  would  also  put  together  a  better  comparison  of  the  timeline  of  the  two  plans.  It  could  be 
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that  the  Climate  Action  Plan  will  be  integrated  into  the  General  Plan  before  the  ROSE  is  completed. 
Deputy  Director  Assmann  indicated  that  he  would  work  on  the  integration  of  plans  and  timeline  and  get 
a  better  sense  of  how  these  two  can  flow  together  so  it  is  better  coordinated  and  two  disparate  efforts 
are  not  being  done. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  on  the  climate  change  topic,  she  did  not  agree  with  the  statement  that 
"tidal  wetlands  can  play  a  key  role  in  adapting  to  sea  level  rise"  because  the  wetlands  would  be 
inundated  along  with  everything  else  along  the  shoreline  when  sea  level  rises.  What  is  needed  to 
protect  shoreline  habitat  is  to  make  sure  that  there  are  places  for  the  habitat  to  migrate  inland  as  sea 
level  does  rise.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  recommended  that  staff  include  a  recommendation  that  policies 
are  needed  to  address  the  impacts  of  climate  change  in  recreational  areas,  open  spaces,  and  habitat, 
including  wetlands  by  providing  space  upland  of  the  existing  wetland  and  shoreline  habitat  so  the 
critters  can  still  survive. 

On  Staff  Comment  "ROSE  open  space  system  should  include  the  City's  water  resources  and  land 
areas  outside  the  boundaries  of  the  City's  mainland"~Chair  Wald  recommended  including  a  reference 
to  lands  that  might  be  ignored  by  people  and  ones  that  the  City  does  own  and  can  control.  On  the 
sentence  that  states,  "The  City's  network  of  open  spaces  could  also  consider  land  areas  that  are 
located  outside  of  the  City's  "mainland,  such  as  Alcatraz  and  Farallon  Islands — Director  Blumenfeld 
recommended  stating  such  as  Crystal  Springs  Reservoir  and  Camp  Mather. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  with  regard  to  San  Francisco  lands  outside  of  the  mainland,  the  San 
Francisco  Public  Utilities  Commission  (SFPUC)  does  have  a  good  Sustainability  Plan  for  its  lands 
including  the  Tuolumne  Watershed  and  Crystal  Springs,  etc.,  but  did  not  know  whether  it  includes 
Camp  Mather.  There  might  be  a  point  in  incorporating  by  reference  that  document  instead  of  starting 
all  over  from  the  beginning. 

On  Staff  Comment  "Clarify  how  ROSE  will  be  coordinated  and  prioritized  with  other  Planning  Efforts  for 
Site-Specific  Areas"-Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  there  is  a  lot  of  information  included  in  the  Plan 
about  Ocean  Beach,  McLaren  Park  and  Golden  Gate  Park  Plans,  but  what  is  missing  is  exactly  how 
they  will  be  coordinated.  It  was  recommended  that  comments  should  not  sound  as  if  the  Plan  has 
ignored  other  plans  completely.  With  respect  to  Ocean  Beach,  there  is  a  huge  omission  as  it  doesn't 
mention  that  there  are  endangered  species  there  that  need  to  be  respected  as  Ocean  Beach  is 
developed.  There  is  language  about  making  it  a  true  gateway  to  the  Pacific  and  a  civic  beach,  etc.,  but 
there  is  no  mention  that  any  activities  should  be  done  with  respect  for  the  snowy  plover. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  she  is  familiar  with  SPUR's  Privately-Owned  Public  Open  Spaces 
(POPOS)  report,  which  she  thinks  is  quite  good  and  would  make  sense  to  incorporate  by  reference.  It 
was  stated  that  there  are  a  lot  of  sidebars  and  references  to  other  plans,  some  of  them  from  other  cities 
and  other  states,  and  thinks  there  is  no  harm  in  showing  an  awareness  of  work  done  by  other  people 
on  some  of  these  things.  There  are  some  very  good  recommendations  in  the  SPUR  Report  about 
making  the  POPOSs  more  accessible. 

Director  Blumenfeld  reported  that  the  Planning  Department  presented  at  the  Recreation  and  Park 
Commission  on  the  ROSE  Plan  at  which  time  he  asked  them  that  if  this  Plan  were  to  be  passed  today 
in  its  entirety,  it  there  would  be  one  thing  that  could  immediately  be  implemented  as  a  result.  They  said 
no,  that  there  is  another  document  that  would  be  the  implementation  document.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis 
stated  that  there  is  a  separate  Action  Plan  document  that  the  Planning  Department  is  working  on  and 
that  it  would  be  beneficial  to  provide  recommendations  for  that  Plan.  The  Planning  Department  has 
started  work  on  the  Action  Plan,  but  state  law  requires  that  they  do  an  update  of  the  policy.  Director 
Blumenfeld  stated  that  policies  drive  the  actions.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  if  the  Commission 
were  to  recommend  actions,  it  should  ensure  that  the  policy  basis  is  there  that  supports  doing  whatever 
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that  action  is.  It  was  explained  that  a  Planning  Department  representative  had  previously  presented  on 
the  ROSE  Plan  to  the  Policy  Committee.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  she  would  provide  additional 
comments. 

On  Staff  Comments  on  the  Urban  Forest  (Draft  Rose,  Policy  3.6,  p.  36),  on  the  section  that  states  "We 
urge  the  Planning  Department  to  consider  the  multiple  planning  activities  governing  urban  forestry  to 
promote  consistency  and  minimize  conflicts  between  plans" — Vice  Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  it  should 
also  say  to  make  sure  to  minimize  conflicts  with  other  plans,  e.g.  biodiversity  goals. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  it  was  important  to  include  a  section  in  the  Plan  specifically  related  to 
overall  sustainability  and  indicated  that  the  previous  version  joined  all  kinds  of  aspects  of  sustainability 
in  with  ecological  integrity  in  a  confusing  way.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  she  is  pleased  that  Mr. 
Peter  Brastow  of  Nature  in  the  City  is  here  to  answer  any  questions  about  his  proposed  rewrite  of 
Objective  4  dealing  with  biodiversity  because  it  is  a  huge  improvement  to  what  is  currently  in  the 
document.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  recommended  including  the  reference  to  NTC's  proposed  Objective  4. 
It  was  suggested  that  it  be  stated  that  the  biodiversity  section  could  stand  a  lot  of  improvement,  and 
that  we  would  urge  the  Planning  Department  to  look  very  closely  at  the  recommended  rewrite  submitted 
by  Nature  in  the  City  and  other  groups  as  something  that  they  would  want  to  use  as  a  substitute  for 
their  current  Objective  4. 

On  Staff  Comments  "POLICY  9.3  Minimize  carbon  emissions,  conserve  energy  and  pursue  on-site 
energy  production" — Commission  Martin  stated  that  it  is  her  understanding  that  most  of  the  Recreation 
and  Park  Department  land  is  not  lit  as  an  internal  policy,  and  that  the  parks  are  closed  from  dusk  to 
dawn.  It  was  recommended  stating  to  minimize  lighting  as  a  first  step.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that 
there  are  a  lot  of  lights.  Chair  Wald  stated  especially  in  Golden  Gate  Park  and  suggested  making  a 
reference  to  minimize  lighting  and  where  lighting  is  necessary,  to  use  LED  lighting. 

Public  Comment:  Mr.  Brastow,  Nature  in  the  City,  distributed  members  of  the  Policy  Committee 
collective  comments  from  various  organizations  on  the  Recreation  and  Open  Space  Element  (ROSE) 
Biodiversity  Objective  that  were  sent  to  the  Planning  Department  (Explanatory  Document:  ROSE  & 
Biodiversity  Comments  (PDF) 

http://sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/20Q9/NTCPBrastowComnients.pdf).  Mr.  BrastOW  Stated 

that  twelve  organizations  signed  on  to  support  the  rewrite  of  the  biodiversity  objective  (see  explanatory 
document)  which  is  what  the  focus  was  on.  However,  it  was  felt  that  there  are  a  lot  of  other  objectives, 
cross-referencing,  consistency  and  coherency  that  should  be  addressed  as  well.  Mr.  Brastow 
explained  that  this  document  was  many  years  in  the  making  of  collective  efforts  on  biodiversity  and 
policy  work  and  is  advocating  that  this  biodiversity  objective  be  adopted  in  the  plan.  Mr.  Brastow 
discussed  the  proposed  Objective  4  and  Policies  and  the  organizations  that  were  included  as  the 
collective  voice  that  can  be  referenced  in  the  explanatory  document.  Chair  Wald  recommended 
supporting  Mr.  Brastow's  proposal  in  Staff  Comments. 

Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Martin  and  second  by  Vice-Chair  Gravanis,  the  Policy  Committee 
recommends  that  the  proposed  staff  comments  with  Committee  Member's  revisions  as  stated  be 
recommended  to  the  full  Commission  for  adoption  at  their  Tuesday,  September  22,  2009  meeting 
(AYES:  Chair  Wald,  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  Commissioner  Martin)  (Explanatory  Document: 
Proposed  Staff  Comments  for  Recommendation  to  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  as  Amended 

(PDF)  http://sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2009/ROSEComments092209.doc). 

5.  Development  of  Recommendations  from  the  Policy  Committee  to  the  full  Commission 

Regarding  the  Operations  and  Practices  of  the  Full  Commission.  (Continued  from  the  August  10, 
2009  Meeting)  (Explanatory  Document:  Agenda  Setting  Criteria  (Word) 
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http://sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2Q09/AqendaSettinqCriteria.doc)  Sponsor/Speaker: 

Commissioner  Ruth  Gravanis  (5  minutes)  (Discussion  and  Action) 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  proposed  that  the  Committee  recommend  to  the  Commission  adoption  of  agenda 
setting  criteria  as  guidelines  for  selection  of  meeting  agenda  items.  The  criteria  referenced  in  the 
explanatory  document  above  would  provide  a  guideline  for  prioritizing  agenda  items,  selecting  which 
items  can  be  presented  in  a  written  report  instead,  ensuring  that  reporting  requirements  are  met,  and 
that  the  Commission's  guiding  documents  be  reviewed  as  a  basis  for  selection.  The  individual  who 
submits  the  agenda  item,  the  Department  Director,  President,  or  Chair  for  Committee  meetings  and 
Commission  Secretary  would  collaborate  on  the  amount  of  time  the  agenda  item  would  require  and 
whether  it  should  be  heard  at  the  Committee  and/or  full  Commission  level.  Chair  Wald  suggested  that 
a  written  checklist  be  used  for  this  purpose.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  agenda  setting  criteria 
would  be  a  useful  mechanism  for  staff  and  would  be  useful  in  prioritizing  items  when  agendas  are 
overcrowded. 

Commissioner  Martin  motioned,  second  by  Vice-Chair  Gravanis,  to  adopt  agenda  setting  criteria  for  the 
Commission's  Policy  Committee  meetings  (VOTE:  Approved  (3-0)  AYES:  Chair  Wald,  Vice-Chair 
Gravanis,  and  Commissioner  Martin). 

Commissioner  Martin  motioned,  second  by  Vice-Chair  Gravanis,  to  recommend  to  the  full  Commission 
adoption  of  agenda  setting  criteria  for  the  Commission  and  Operations  Committee  meetings  (VOTE: 
Approved  (3-0)  AYES:  Chair  Wald,  Vice-Chair  Gravanis,  and  Commissioner  Martin). 

6.  Director's  Updates.  Speaker:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 

Director  Blumenfeld  reported  on  the  Treasure  Island  Climate  Positive  Development  Program,  a  Clinton 
Climate  Initiative  (CCI)  program  of  16  large  "climate  positive"  development  projects  around  the  world 
that  Treasure  Island  was  selected  for  (Explanatory  Document:  Treasure  Island  Climate  Positive 
Development  (PDF) 

http://sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2009/TreasurelslandClimatePositiveDevelopmentProqram.pdf). 

Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  he  was  in  attendance  at  the  C40  Summit  in  Seoul,  Korea  on  May  19, 
2009,  at  which  time  the  Climate  Positive  Development  Program  was  launched.  The  program  goal  is  to 
share  best  practices  amongst  16  different  development  projects  around  the  world  and  to  adopt  carbon- 
neutral  or  carbon-reduction  strategies  worldwide. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  reported  that  Treasure  Island  planners  are  now  considering  increasing  the  number 
of  units  in  the  Treasure  Island  Plan  from  6000  to  7000  or  possibly  8000  units.  It  was  stated  that  there 
was  support  expressed  by  environmentalists  for  increased  density  because  it  is  a  viable  economic  and 
transportation  solution.  Vice  Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  the  problem  with  the  proposal  is  that  a 
commensurate  plan  was  not  produced  to  reduce  parking  ratios,  and  the  proposed  plan  would  result  in 
at  least  10,000  parking  spaces  on  the  two  islands.  Parking  spaces  are  car  magnets  and  having  so 
many  would  be  inconsistent  with  the  purpose  of  the  CCI.  Director  Blumenfeld  reported  that  these 
issues  would  be  worked  out  at  the  time  of  the  Disposition  and  Development  Agreement  (DDA),  the 
contractual  agreement  between  the  developer  and  the  City. 

Director  Blumenfeld  discussed  today's  Chronicle  article  alleging  that  City  Government  General  Fund 
money  would  be  wasted  as  a  result  of  the  mandatory  recycling  ordinance  which  becomes  effective  on 
October  21 .  It  was  explained  that  the  Department  of  the  Environment  does  not  receive  General  Fund 
money  and  is  a  net  positive  contributor  to  the  General  Fund  at  $1 .6  million  dollars.  Chair  Wald 
recommended  that  Director  Blumenfeld  and/or  the  Department  prepare  an  op-ed  stating  this  fact  and 
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report  on  the  success  of  the  voluntary  program.  Director  Blumenfeld  reported  that  there  was  a  recent 
article  in  the  Chronicle  written  by  Ms.  Heather  Knight  expressing  what  a  fantastic  program  it  is. 
Commissioner  Martin  requested  an  update  on  LED  Streetlights.  Director  Blumenfeld  reported  that  one 
of  the  significant  CCI  programs  includes  installation  of  LED  streetlights,  and  stimulus  money  is  also 
being  allocated  to  this  effort.  It  was  explained  that  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  and  Recreation  and 
Park  Department  were  working  together  on  discussing  what  is  being  accomplished  and  on  ways  to 
phase  in  LED  streetlights. 

Chair  Wald  requested  a  report  on  the  Department's  plan  to  use  stimulus  money  for  job  training  and 
other  programs.  Director  Blumenfeld  reported  on  stimulus  funding  for  the  "Jobs  Now"  program,  a 
program  for  single  parents  and  people  who  are  below  poverty  level  that  would  pay  all  salary  and 
benefits.  There  would  need  to  be  a  match  of  20%,  which  could  include  supervision.  Deputy  Director 
Assmann  is  leading  the  effort  to  design  a  very  large  public  outreach  campaign  centered  on  the 
implementation  of  mandatory  recycling  that  would  run  from  now  until  September  2010  or  later  and 
would  include  staff  from  the  "Jobs  Now"  program.  Information  will  be  available  next  week  on  the  actual 
implementation  of  the  program.  Nationwide  it  is  about  $12  billion  dollars  and  there  is  a  block  grant  for 
each  state.  California  received  $1.8  billion  because  it  is  so  large.  The  Department  is  considering  hiring 
as  many  as  100  people. 

Deputy  Director  Assmann  reported  that  the  "Jobs  Now"  program  is  being  publicized  and  information 
can  be  found  on  the  Department's  website.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  inquired  whether  this  program  could 
be  used  to  hire  people  on  Treasure  Island  to  help  educate  people  about  composting  and  to  work  with 
the  Treasure  Island  Development  Authority.  Director  Blumenfeld  reported  that  Treasure  Island  is 
included  as  one  of  the  districts  that  program  staff  would  be  sent  to.  Commissioner  Martin 
recommended  including  outreach  to  the  public  to  welcome  them  to  Commission  meetings  as  part  of  this 
effort. 

7.  Announcements.  (Discussion)  Commissioner  Martin  reported  on  her  design  work  with  the  Planning 
Department  and  their  Pavement  to  Parks  Program  on  the  new  open  space  at  28th  and  Guerrero  Streets 
that  is  scheduled  for  completion  by  the  end  of  next  week.  The  project  is  sustainable  and  is  using  all 
recycled  material.  Commissioner  Martin  announced  that  she  is  having  solar  panels  installed  at  her 
residence  today  and  commended  the  success  of  the  solar  program. 

8.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion)  Chair  Wald  reported  that  the  Environmental 
Working  Group  has  released  a  new  study  of  cell  phone  radiation  risks  that  would  be  related  to  the 
Commission  and  Department's  mission  because  it  involves  both  toxic  and  hazardous  materials.  A 
request  was  made  for  staff  to  investigate  this  report  and  advise  whether  it  would  be  useful  for  the 
Commission  to  weigh  in  to  educate  people  about  cell  phone  choice  and  use.  Director  Blumenfeld 
reported  that  a  presentation  would  be  made  on  this  topic  at  the  October  26  Policy  Committee  meeting 
where  presentations  could  be  made  from  both  sides  of  this  issue.  Commissioner  Martin  requested  an 
update  on  pharmaceuticals  at  the  October  26  Policy  Committee  meeting.  Chair  Wald  requested  an 
update  on  the  Hunters  Point  Shipyard  Candlestick  Point  Plan  at  the  October  26  meeting  if  possible. 
Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  it  would  be  important  for  the  Commission  to  provide  recommendations 
on  the  Transportation  Plan  and  the  bridge  proposal. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  requested  a  discussion  on  the  Strategic  Plan  if  the  Hunters  Point  Shipyard 
Candlestick  Point  item  would  not  be  scheduled.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  reported  that  the  Strategic 
Plan  process  has  not  been  officially  launched  this  year.  Director  Blumenfeld  discussed  the  format  for 
gathering  information  for  production  of  the  Strategic  Plan  and  invited  Commissioners  to  attend  Strategic 
Planning  senior  staff  and  program  meetings,  keeping  in  mind  less  than  quorum  requirements.  Director 
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Blumenfeld  also  reported  that  a  Senior  Staff  retreat  would  be  scheduled  to  discuss  Strategic  Planning 
efforts.  Chair  Wald  requested  a  schedule  of  dates  for  project  review. 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  a  discussion  was  previously  held  indicating  that  the  Strategic  Plan 
would  be  a  substitute  for  the  Sustainability  Plan.  It  was  agreed  that  there  should  be  a  way  to  include 
into  the  Strategic  Plan  an  acknowledgement  of  those  policy  areas  that  cannot  be  dealt  with  in  depth 
because  of  an  unavailability  of  resources.  Policy  statements  could  be  included  to  make  sure  these 
goals  are  on  the  public  radar.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  suggested  asking  volunteers  to  prepare  a  policy 
update  and  offered  her  input  into  the  process.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  the  best  time  to  offer 
input  into  the  Plan  is  when  all  programs  are  together  at  a  retreat  and  suggested  inviting  other 
Department  representatives  that  handle  areas  that  the  Department  and  Commission  do  not  directly 
deal  with,  such  as  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department  (biodiversity)  and  PUC  (water).  Committee 
Members  recommended  that  Departments  draft  recommendations  for  the  Department  and 
Commissioners  to  consider.  Deputy  Director  Assmann  suggested  holding  the  Strategic  Plan  discussion 
by  or  before  early  January  when  the  budget  is  worked  on  so  that  funding  can  be  secured  for  proposed 
items. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  whether  the  outreach  letter  to  environmental  organizations  had  been 
sent.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  stated  that  she  was  working  with  Ms.  Jean  Walsh,  Outreach  Specialist  and 
Ms.  Sunshine  Swinford-DeVries,  Volunteer  Coordinator,  on  updating  the  contact  list  of  environmental 
organizations. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  the  Lights-Out  San  Francisco  campaign.  Deputy  Director 
Assmann  reported  that  at  this  time,  Golden  Gate  Audubon  is  surveying  buildings  on  how  many  birds 
have  been  affected,  and  findings  should  be  available  in  a  month.  It  was  stated  that  Golden  Gate 
Audubon  had  sent  a  letter  to  San  Francisco  downtown  buildings  asking  them  to  participate  in  the 
program. 

Deputy  Director  Assmann  reported  that  Nestle  Corporation  cancelled  their  McCloud  project  on 
September  11,  2009. 

Ms.  Fish,  Commission  Secretary,  announced  that  the  next  Policy  Committee  meeting  would  be 
scheduled  for  Monday,  October  26  because  of  the  Columbus  Day  holiday  on  the  second  Monday  of  the 
month.. 

9.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

10.  Adjournment.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  adjourned  at  6:15  p.m. 
Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary,  TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1 )  the  Commission's  office,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between 
the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  meetinq.asp?id=61 005,  (3) 
by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item  above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355- 
3709  or  via  e-mail  at  Monica.  Fish(5)sfqov.orq  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting. 


Approved:  October  26,  2009 


-  San  Francisco  Environment  Commission 


https://sites.google.eom/a/sfenvironment.org/commission/policy-comm. 
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Public  comment  wi 
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be  taken  before  the  Committee  takes  action 


1 .  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  September  14,  2009  Policy 
Regular  Meeting.  (Explanatory  Document:  September  14,  20 
(Discussion  and  Action) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address 
matters  that  are  within  the  Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  nc 
agenda. 

4.  Cell  Phone  Radiation  -  Consumer  Right  to  Know.  Spc 

Staff  Presenters:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director  and  Debbie  Rap 
Reduction  Program  Manager  (20  Minutes);  Speaker:  Dr.  Reb 
Scientist,  Environmental  Working  Group  (10  Minutes)  (Inform 
Discussion) 

5.  Update  on  Progress  around  the  Disposal  of  Outdated 
Pharmaceuticals.  Sponsor:  Chair  Wald;  Staff  Presenter:  C 
Toxics  Reduction  Program  Manager  (20  minutes)  (Informatio 
Discussion) 

6.  Director's  Updates.  Speaker:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Directc 
Report  and  Discussion) 

7.  Announcements.  (Discussion) 

8.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion) 

9.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address 
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matters  that  are  within  the  Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  nc 
agenda. 

10.  Adjournment. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

The  next  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  meeting  is  sc 
November  9,  2009  at  5:00  p.m.  in  Room  421,  City  Hall. 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission's  office,  1' 
Francisco.  California  between  the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m..  (2)  on  the  Policy  Cor 
by  clicking  on  the  links  with  each  agenda;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Sec 
number  415-355-3709,  or  via  e-mail  at  Monica.Fish@sfgov.org  within  three  busine: 
any  materials  related  to  an  item  on  this  agenda  have  been  distributed  to  the  Comm 
Committee  after  distribution  of  the  agenda  packet,  those  materials  are  available  for 
Department  of  the  Environment.  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA94102  during 
will  be  made  available  at  the  meeting  website  as  links  to  the  agenda  or  meeting  mi 

Important  Information 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing 
prohibited  at  this  meeting.  Please  be  advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  remova 
of  any  person(s)  responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone,  pager,  i 
producing  electronic  devices. 

NOTE:  Persons  unable  to  attend  the  meeting  may  submit  to  the  Comr 
the  proceedings  begin,  written  comments  regarding  the  agenda  items 
comments  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  official  public  record  and  shall  b< 
attention  of  the  Committee  members.  Any  written  comments  should  b 
Commission  Secretary  of  the  Environment,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Frar 
by  email  at  Monica.Fish@sfgov.org  by  5:00  p.m.  on  the  day  prior  to  tl 
Comments  which  cannot  be  delivered  to  the  Commission  Secretary  b 
taken  directly  to  the  hearing  at  the  location  above.  When  bringing  hat 
please  photocopy  on  both  sides  of  the  paper  and  try  to  use  post-con: 
tree-free  paper.  Also,  please  bring  sufficient  copies  of  handouts  for  t 
Commission  Secretary  and  the  public. 

Public  Comment 

At  this  time,  members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  items  of  inte 
subject  matter  jurisdiction  of  the  Committee  but  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  Public 
following  each  agendized  item.  Each  member  of  the  public 
may  address  the  Committee  for  up  to  three  minutes,  unless  otherwise  announc 
demonstrated  that  the  comments  by  the  public  will  exceed  15  minutes,  the  Che 
Comment  to  another  time  during  the  meeting. 

The  Brown  Act  forbids  the  Committee  from  taking  action  or  discussing  any  item  or 
the  posted  agenda.  This  rule  applies  to  issues  raised  in  public  comment  as  well 
comment,  not  on  an  agendized  item,  the  Committee  is  limited  to: 

1 .  Briefly  responding  to  statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  t 

2.  Request  staff  to  report  back  on  a  matter  at  a  subsequent  meeting,  or 

3.  Directing  staff  to  place  the  item  or  issue  on  a  future  agenda  (Government  C 
54954.2(a).) 

Disability  Access 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Poiicy  Committee  Meeting  will  be  held  at  City 
Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place.  San  Francisco.  CA  94102,  in  the  Civic  Center  area. 
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wheelchair  accessible.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station  is  the  Civic  Center  St 
Plaza  and  Market  Street.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location  are:  #71  Haic 
Line  to  Market  and  Van  Ness  and  the  Metro  Stations  at  Van  Ness  and  Market  and 
information  about  MUNI  accessible  services  call  (415)  923-6142.  There  is  accessi 
adjacent  to  City  Hall  on  Grove  Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenue  and  in  the  vicinity  of  th 
401  Van  Ness  Avenue  adjacent  to  Davies  Hall  and  the  War  Memorial  Complex 

The  following  services  are  available  on  request  48  hours  prior  to  the  meeting:  exce 
meetings,  for  which  the  deadline  shall  be  4:00  p.m.  of  the  last  business  day  of  the  | 
American  sign  language  interpreters  or  the  use  of  a  reader  during  a  meeting,  a  sou 
system,  and/or  alternative  formats  of  the  agenda  and  minutes,  please  contact  Moni 
355-3709  to  make  arrangements  for  the  accommodation.  Late  requests  will  be  hor 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies.  < 
multiple  chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  ; 
attendees  may  be  sensitive  to  various  chemical  based  products.  Please  help 
these  individuals.  Individuals  with  chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities  shouk 
on  Disability  at  (415)  554-6789  or  (415)  554-6799  (TTY)  for  further  information. 

Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code 

Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  th' 
boards,  councils,  and  other  agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  r. 
ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are  conducted  before  the  people  and  that  C 
to  the  people's  review.  For  more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  ( 
violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force. 
Administrator.  City  Hall.  Room  409.  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place.  San  Francis 
Phone  No.:  (415)  554-7724;  Fax  No.:  (415)  554-7854;  E-mail:  sotf@sfgov.org.  ' 
Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the  Clerk  of  the  Sunshine  Task  Force,  the  San  F 
and  on  the  City's  website  at  www.sfgov.org. 

Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements 

Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  adn 
be  required  by  the  San  Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF  Campaign  &  Governmer 
§2.100,  et.  seq]  to  register  and  report  lobbying  activity.  For  more  information  abou 
Ordinance,  please  contact  the  Ethics  Commission  at:  25  Van  Ness  Avenue.  Secon 
CA  94102;  telephone  (415)  252-3100.  fax  (415)  252-3112:  web  site  at  www.sfgov.o 

Posted:  October  19,  2009 


Attachments  (5) 
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84k  View  Download 
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5669k  View  Download 

CellPhoneSafetyByCountryRecommendations.pdf  -  on  Apr  30,  2010  < 
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429k  View  Download 
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San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Jane 
MarieFrancis  Martin 


1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  convened  at  5:02  p.m.  Present:  Vice- 
Chair  Gravanis  and  Commissioner  Martin;  Excused:  Chair  Wald. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  September  14,  2009  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting.  (Discussion 
and  Action)  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Martin  and  second  by  Vice  Chair  Gravanis,  the  September 
14,  2009  Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  without  objection  (AYES:  Vice  Chair  Gravanis  and 
Commissioner  Martin;  Absent:  Commissioner  Wald)  (Explanatory  Document:  September  14,  2009 
Approved  Minutes  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  paae.asp?id=1 1 1 431 ) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

4.  Cell  Phone  Radiation  -  Consumer  Right  to  Know.  Sponsor:  Chair  Wald;  Staff  Presenters:  Jared 
Blumenfeld,  Director  and  Debbie  Raphael,  Toxics  Reduction  Program  Manager  (20  Minutes);  Speaker: 
Dr.  Rebecca  Sutton,  Staff  Scientist,  Environmental  Working  Group  (10  Minutes)  (Informational  Report 
and  Discussion) 

Director  Blumenfeld  reported  that  the  Cell  Phone  Radiation  Science  Review  on  Cancer  Risks  and 
Children's  Health  (Explanatory  Document:  (PDF) 

http://sfQov.ora/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinas/Dc/supporting/2009/CellPhoneRad^  report 
produced  by  the  Environmental  Working  Group  (EWG)  prompted  sponsorship  of  this  item  on  today's 
agenda,  and  introduced  today's  speakers,  Dr.  Rebecca  Sutton,  Staff  Scientist,  EWG,  and  Ms.  Debbie 
Raphael,  Department  Toxics  Reduction  Program  Manager.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  one  of  the  ways 
we  think  about  environmental  actions  to  take  in  San  Francisco  is  from  an  assessment  of  the  actions 
taken  around  the  world  as  well  as  ones  closer  to  home.  It  was  explained  that  discussions  were  held 
with  scientists  and  journalists  about  the  issue  of  cell  phone  radiation,  and  a  decision  was  made  to 
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investigate  the  issue  further.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  as  she  and  staff  started  to  ask  questions,  they 
came  into  contact  with  EWG  and  the  work  they  have  been  doing  for  the  past  five  years,  which  they 
were  getting  ready  to  formalize.  It  was  discovered  that  mostly  European  countries  and  some  other 
countries  around  the  world  are  concerned  and  are  issuing  different  levels  of  advisories  about  the  safety 
of  cell  phone  radiation  (Explanatory  Document:  "Cell  Phone  Safety  by  Country  Recommendations" 

(PDF)  http://sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supporting/2009/CellPhoneSafetvByCountrvRecom 

Ms.  Raphael  provided  a  few  examples  of  advisories  issued  by  other  countries;  e.g.,  France  wanted  to 
focus  its  attention  on  the  schools;  Israel  is  issuing  more  of  a  warning;  and  the  United  Kingdom  is 
considering  labeling  radiation  levels.  Ms.  Raphael  reported  that  the  Federal  Drug  Administration  (FDA) 
has  an  office  of  Women's  Health,  which  is  where  a  study  on  this  issue  was  found. 

Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  it  was  learned  that  cell  phones  emit  electro-magnetic  radiation  or  radio 
frequency  radiation  and  they  do  so  from  the  antennae  that  are  trying  to  communicate  with  the  cell 
towers.  A  discussion  was  held  on  the  importance  of  determining  what  the  effect  of  electro-magnetic 
radiation  exposure  can  have  on  the  human  brain,  especially  for  young  children  who  are  developing  and 
have  thinner  skulls.  Ms.  Raphael  explained  that  the  consumer  right  to  know  idea  comes  from  work  the 
city  has  already  done  and  from  findings  in  the  United  States  and  countries  around  the  world.  It  was 
discovered  that  while  the  FDA  Women's  Health  Group  is  concerned,  the  Federal  Communications 
Commission  (FCC),  which  has  the  authority  to  regulate  radiation,  is  taking  its  lead  from  industry. 
Setting  a  safe  limit  has  been  assigned  to  industry  (the  trade  association  for  cell  phone  manufacturers), 
which  raises  the  question  of  whether  that  is  a  good  safety  level  or  not,  and  whether  there  is  more  that 
the  federal  government  should  be  doing.  There  is  also  a  question  of  what  can  be  done  here  in  San 
Francisco,  because  we  clearly  cannot  regulate  cell-phone  radiation. 

Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  the  discussion  today  is  a  starting  point  to  advise  Commissioners  about  what  is 
being  learned.  There  are  several  options  to  consider  for  the  future  depending  on  the  urgency  we  think 
this  issue  raises.  Ms.  Raphael  asked  Commissioners  to  consider  what  type  of  questions  they  would 
want  answered  and  what  the  future  policy  options  for  San  Francisco  could  be. 

Dr.  Rebecca  Sutton,  Environmental  Working  Group  (EWG)  scientist,  stated  that  she  is  speaking  on 
behalf  of  Ms.  Olga  Naidenko,  Senior  Scientist,  EWG,  who  is  her  colleague  in  the  Washington  D.C. 
office  who  could  add  additional  information  to  today's  discussion  as  requested  (Explanatory  Document: 
"Testimony  of  Olga  Naidenko"  before  the  Subcommittee  on  Labor,  Health  and  Human  Services  and 
Education,  and  Related  Agencies  Committee  on  Appropriations  United  States  Senate  on  their  hearing 
on  the  health  effects  of  cell  phone  use  (PDF) 

http://sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2009/EWGTestimoneyofONaidenko.pdf).  Dr.  Sutton  Stated 

that  EWG  is  a  small  non-profit  research  and  advocacy  organization  headquartered  in  Washington  D.C. 
and  also  has  a  small  Oakland  office  that  does  California-based  and  national  research.  Their  focus  is  on 
researching  toxic  chemicals  in  everyday  products,  and  while  radiation  is  not  a  chemical,  it  certainly 
could  be  a  toxic  exposure  according  to  most  recent  science.  Dr.  Sutton  stated  that  people  have  been 
interested  in  this  subject  for  a  long  time.  Health  implications  were  not  previously  known  because  cell 
phones  were  a  new  technology,  so  originally,  people  did  not  think  there  was  evidence  for  health  risks 
primarily  because  they  were  looking  at  studies  of  people  who  were  using  their  phones  for  only  a  couple 
of  years.  Only  recently  has  there  been  information  available  from  studying  study  people  who  have  used 
their  phones  for  ten  years,  and  troubling  results  are  being  seen. 

Dr.  Sutton  stated  that  it  is  being  discovered  that  long-term  cell  phone  use  may  be  linked  to  higher  risks 
for  a  couple  of  different  brain  and  salivary  gland  tumors,  specifically  on  the  side  of  the  head  where  the 
cell  phone  is  held.  The  World  Health  Organization  looked  at  people  in  thirteen  different  countries  in  the 
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European  Union  and  interviewed  about  13,000  people,  people  who  did  and  did  not  have  tumors,  to 
research  if  people  who  ended  up  with  tumors  tended  to  use  their  cell  phones  more.  The  study  has  not 
been  officially  released  and  is  in  the  peer  review  process  now,  but  there  is  information  that  a  health 
advisory  will  be  published  indicating  that  there  is  some  concern.  This  is  the  latest  in  a  growing  list  of 
studies  showing  that  we  need  to  be  concerned  with  our  exposure  to  radiation.  By  no  means  is  the 
science  definitive  at  this  point,  but  there  is  a  need  to  do  more  research,  and  it  is  time  to  take 
precautions  in  order  to  reduce  our  levels  of  exposure. 

Dr.  Sutton  distributed  a  list  created  by  EWG  of  easy  steps  that  people  can  take  to  reduce  the  potential 
bad  effects  of  cell  phone  exposure  (Explanatory  Document:  'EWG  Guide  to  Reduce  Cell  Phone 
Radiation  Exposure"  (PDF) 

http://sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironm  It 

was  explained  that  the  federal  government,  when  reviewing  regulations  for  specific  absorption  rates 
(SARs),  asked  industry  how  they  would  want  to  be  regulated,  what  might  appropriate  SAR  levels  be, 
and  actually  adopted  what  industry  suggested.  Dr.  Sutton  stated  that  the  head  is  allowed  to  receive 
twenty  times  more  radiation  than  the  rest  of  the  body.  There  is  no  scientific  basis  for  this  determination, 
and  there  is  a  belief  that  the  brain  is  more  sensitive  to  radiation  than  other  organs.  This  regulation  is 
completely  opposite  of  what  it  should  be.  These  regulations  don't  consider  children's  exposure  despite 
the  fact  that  their  heads  are  smaller  and  their  skulls  are  thinner.  Even  the  brain  chemistry  is  a  little  bit 
different  and  is  a  little  bit  higher  in  cell  content.  They  end  up  absorbing  twice  as  much  radiation  as  an 
adult  brain.  The  current  guidelines  don't  consider  kids  at  all  because  guidelines  were  created 
seventeen  years  ago  when  kids  did  not  use  cell  phones.  It  is  time  for  an  update. 

Dr.  Sutton  described  EWG's  database  website  where  the  public  can  look  up  their  cell  phone/PDA 
model  and  determine  whether  the  Specific  Absorption  Rate  (SAR)  is  high  or  low.  It  was  explained  that 
the  top  end  of  the  legal  limit  for  safety  (1 .6)  is  the  industry-set  standard  adopted  by  the  government. 
Commissioner  Martin  asked  who  established  radiation  levels  for  the  rest  of  the  body.  Dr.  Sutton 
reported  that  these  are  all  industry  recommendations  and  are  all  based  on  studies  of  animal  behavior. 
There  is  little  to  no  margin  of  safety.  The  full  body  exposure  is  at  the  level  where  animals  started  acting 
strangely.  Ms.  Raphael  explained  that  details  are  listed  in  the  full  report. 

Dr.  Sutton  reported  that  EWG's  site  has  good  traffic-in  the  64  hours  following  the  publication  of  their 
review,  there  were  442,000  people  that  accessed  the  material  on  the  website,  collectively  viewing  1 .4 
million  online  pages.  During  the  three  days  that  EWG's  findings  were  released,  100  news  articles  in 
national  and  broadcast  news  were  published,  including  the  New  York  Times,  NBC  Nightly  News,  Web 
MD,  and  USA  Today.  There  is  also  a  list  of  blog  posts  which  ranks  the  news  articles  by  how  interesting 
folks  seem  to  find  them. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  whether  it  was  safe  to  carry  cell  phones  in  pockets.  Dr.  Sutton  stated 
that  EWG's  advice  is  to  use  headsets  and  keep  the  phone  further  away  from  the  body;  however  studies 
are  not  yet  included  in  the  report  about  placing  the  phone  on  the  body  or  on  a  belt.  Commissioner 
Martin  stated  that  there  was  a  reference  made  that  radiation  exposure  is  at  the  strongest  when  it  is 
trying  to  make  contact,  and  asked  if  cell  phones  are  constantly  trying  to  establish  contact  when  they  are 
on  and  connected  to  the  network.  Dr.  Sutton  explained  that  radiation  exposure  is  strongest  right  when 
you  are  achieving  that  connection.  Cell  phones  do  talk  to  the  network  periodically,  and  there  is  contact 
with  the  network  even  when  you  are  not  on  the  phone. 

Director  Blumenfeld  discussed  a  study  that  is  available  about  the  amount  of  threshold  hours  that  a  cell 
phone  should  be  used  and  the  number  of  hours  that  people  use  cell  phones  in  different  countries.  It 
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was  explained  that  the  threshold  of  concern  is  2000  hours  over  a  lifetime,  and  the  ten-year  study 
suggests  that  200  hours  per  year  for  ten  years  is  how  you  get  to  2000  hours.  The  2000  hours  can  be 
reached  a  lot  quicker  than  that.  In  the  United  States,  the  average  person  is  at  800  hours  per  year 
compared  to  Europeans  that  are  under  200  hours.  It  is  believed  that  cell  phone  usage  is  more  in  the 
United  States  because  the  rate  is  less  expensive  so  people  can  spend  a  lot  more  time  on  the  phone.  In 
countries  such  as  Europe  and  Japan,  people  text  a  lot  more.  It  is  a  concern  because  you  can  get  to  the 
2000  hours  in  three  years,  and  when  you  look  at  age  distribution,  kids  use  the  phones  more  frequently. 

Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  the  cell-phone  industry  documented  current  trends  and  how  widely  used  cell- 
phones are.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  the  studies  are  about  how  many  hours  the  phone  is  next  to 
your  head,  which  is  the  key  difference  from  studies  on  other  forms  of  radiation  exposure  such  as  towers 
and  microwaves,  which  you  are  not  holding  next  to  your  brain  for  200  hours  a  year.  The  proximity  is 
the  key  difference  between  cell-phone  use  and  all  other  electro-magnetic  fields  (EMF).  Also,  if  you  live 
in  a  neighborhood  that  is  very  hilly  and  the  signal  is  weak,  the  weaker  the  signal,  the  greater  the 
radiation.  San  Francisco  has  a  lot  of  hills  and  poor  reception,  so  the  risk  is  higher  because  the 
radiation  is  greater  for  that  phone. 

Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  in  the  United  Kingdom  newspaper,  The  Telegraph,  there  was 
discussion  of  a  study  headed  by  Sir  William  Stewart,  a  Chief  Scientific  Officer.  Sir  Stewart  prepared  two 
studies,  one  in  2000  and  one  in  2005,  and  both  contained  the  same  recommendations  stating  that  at 
the  time  of  sale,  there  should  be  a  rating  telling  people  what  the  cell  phone  SAR  rate  is.  Director 
Blumenfeld  questioned  why  nothing  happened  on  his  recommendation  based  on  Sir  Stewart's  high 
position  in  the  United  Kingdom  and  results  of  the  two  studies.  It  was  explained  that  there  was 
significant  pressure  not  to  have  a  standard  because  this  is  a  multi-billion  dollar  a  year  industry  and 
people  are  scared  that  it  will  create  panic. 

Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  it  is  important  to  consider  what  can  be  done  that  is  reflective  of  where 
the  science  is  today.  That  is  the  most  complicated  policy  question  that  will  be  faced  on  this  issue — what 
is  the  balance  based  on  available  science  and  Precautionary  Principle  goals.  An  action  has  not  yet 
been  identified  that  could  represent  where  the  science  is  today.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  as  the  World 
Health  Organization  report  and  other  meta-analyses  are  getting  published,  you  are  seeing  an  increased 
awareness  at  the  federal  level.    This  issue  is  coming  under  discussion,  and  it  may  be  that  a  re- 
evaluation  of  federal  standards  will  take  time. 

Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  it  is  important  to  publicize  this  information  so  people  can  make 
important  decisions.  One  of  the  statements  being  made  is  that  industry  does  not  want  to  have  greater 
restrictions  or  limitations  on  what  they  are  producing,  but  at  the  same  time  the  general  population  also 
does  not  want  to  believe  that  cell  phones  present  a  health  risk.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  there 
are  a  lot  of  cell  phones  that  meet  the  criteria  for  less  radiation  exposure,  and  sees  it  as  a  design  issue. 
Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  the  warning  is  not  to  stop  using  cell  phones,  but  to  use  them  differently,  which 
is  an  important  measure  especially  for  youngsters  to  acquire  certain  habits.  Commissioner  Gravanis 
stated  that  people  don't  understand  that  when  the  cell  phone  is  searching  for  a  signal,  it  is  putting  out 
the  most  radiation.  More  publicity  and  education  should  be  given  to  people  about  this  point  as  well  as 
an  advisory  to  hold  the  cell  phone  away  from  the  body.  It  is  not  enough  to  just  put  a  headset  on-the 
phone  in  the  pocket  is  also  not  doing  much  good. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  if  Bluetooth  technology  would  be  better  than  headsets  with  a  wire.  Dr. 
Sutton  stated  that  both  improve  or  reduce  radiation  exposure,  but  doesn't  yet  have  a  sense  of  which 
would  be  better.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  Bluetooth  is  better  than  holding  the  phone  to  your  head  but 
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does  not  yet  know  whether  it  is  better  than  the  wired  headset.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  it  seems 
that  Bluetooth  is  emitting  radiation  and  the  wired  headset  is  not. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  asked  staff  to  assemble  a  list  of  policy  options  for  the  Commission  to  consider 
in  the  future.  It  was  recommended  that  an  invitation  be  extended  to  industry  representatives.  Ms. 
Raphael  stated  that  one  way  to  influence  product  redesign  is  to  supply  information  to  consumers  so 
they  will  choose  the  lowest  SAR  phone  available. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  the  most  common  symptoms  of  increased  radiation.  Dr.  Sutton 
stated  that  the  health  risks  that  they  are  seeing  tied  to  cell  phones  are  various  types  of  brain  and 
salivary  gland  tumors  as  well  as  migraines.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  the  problem  is  that  effects  may  be 
seen  over  time,  are  not  immediate,  there  does  seem  to  be  an  acute  effect.    Ms.  Raphael  stated  that 
she  would  review  what  action  France  is  taking  in  their  schools  and  report  back  to  the  Committee. 
Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  governments  from  many  other  countries  were  accepting  industry 
standards.  Ms.  Raphael  confirmed  that  was  the  case.  Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  the  governments 
are  unanimous  in  supporting  the  industry  standard  or  if  there  is  deviation.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that 
Belgium  is  starting  to  regulate  what  is  coming  out  in  the  tower  rather  than  what  is  going  on  in  the  phone 
and  is  summarized  in  the  report.  It  was  explained  that  many  countries  are  issuing  a  warning  at  this 
time.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  Germany  came  out  with  a  green  dot  .6  as  a  standard  for  an  eco- 
rating,  so  there  is  some  acknowledgement. 

This  agenda  item  was  continued  to  the  December  14th  meeting  for  further  discussion. 

5.  Update  on  Progress  around  the  Disposal  of  Outdated  and  Unwanted  Pharmaceuticals.  Sponsor: 
Chair  Wald;  Staff  Presenter:  Debbie  Raphael,  Toxics  Reduction  Program  Manager  (20  minutes) 
(Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 

Ms.  Raphael  introduced  Ms.  Lisa  Hartmayer,  who  is  a  graduate  student  at  UCSF  and  is  volunteering 
with  the  Department  of  the  Environment  (Department)  on  this  issue.  Ms.  Raphael  provided  an  update 
on  this  topic,  showing  examples  of  the  new  and  improved  mailers  that  are  smaller,  less  bulky,  not 
padded,  with  instructions  included  on  the  inside  of  the  envelope,  and  cost  $3.60  for  each.  It  was 
explained  that  for  the  very  short  term,  the  garbage  company  purchased  3000  mailers  using  rate-payer 
money.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  this  is  not  a  long-term  solution  because  the  issue  is  more  of  a 
wastewater  than  solid  waste  problem.  Ms.  Raphael  reported  on  her  meeting  with  the  San  Francisco 
Public  Utilities  Commission  (SFPUC)  and  the  garbage  company  to  discuss  how  to  get  assistance  and 
leadership  from  SFPUC  Wastewater.  It  was  suggested  that  for  the  short-term,  SFPUC  purchase  these 
mailers  for  both  Departments  to  distribute. 

Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  the  Department  would  like  to  ask  pharmacies  to  sell  these  mailers,  as  they  do 
with  the  smaller  green  cart  compostable  bags  to  line  the  smaller  green  bins.  However,  because  the 
mailers  are  so  expensive,  pharmacies  would  be  asked  not  to  request  a  profit  on  the  sale,  similar  to 
selling  a  MUNI  pass.  There  will  be  outreach  to  all  city  pharmacies  and  Kaiser  in  the  near  future  to 
request  this  service.  That  will  be  the  short-term  solution  for  some  percentage  of  the  public  that  would 
want  to  do  the  right  thing. 

Ms.  Raphael  reported  on  current  problems  with  this  program:  controlled  substances  are  not  included — 
the  Drug  Enforcement  Agency  (DEA)  has  not  made  any  progress  on  this  issue.  There  are  many  people 
trying  to  move  the  DEA  on  this  issue  with  no  current  success.  There  is  no  information  at  this  time  that 
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can  be  relayed  to  the  public  on  disposal  of  controlled  substances,  so  Ms.  Hartmayer  will  be  trying  to 
find  a  solution  to  where  to  send  these  to. 

Ms.  Hartmayer  introduced  herself  and  stated  that  she  is  a  nurse  at  the  UCSF  graduate  school  and 
reported  on  ideas  that  were  considered  for  pharmaceutical  disposal.  One  possibility  would  be  locations 
where  pharmaceutical  waste  is  already  being  handled,  e.g.  animal  control  facilities  that  use  the 
medications  on  animals  or  clinics  that  have  current  collections  in  place.  These  locations  have  been 
identified  as  possible  sites  for  installation  of  a  double-lock  key  collection  bin  that  could  be  placed  in  a 
secure  location  for  the  general  public  to  safely  return  their  medications.  Pickup  of  controlled 
substances  would  have  to  be  coordinated,  and  the  public  could  be  educated  about  how  and  what  to 
bring  back. 

Ms.  Hartmayer  stated  that  Walgreens  stores  have  indicated  their  willingness  to  put  a  collection  bin 
outside  their  stores;  however,  it  is  not  currently  possible  because  of  security  issues  and  possibility  of 
defacement,  etc.  All  ideas  are  in  the  investigational  stage  now.  She  stated  that  she  would  be  looking 
to  San  Mateo  County  for  a  model  program  as  they  have  a  program  in  place.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that 
San  Mateo  County  utilizes  the  Police  Department  for  their  collection.  Ms.  Hartmayer  stated  that  other 
possibilities  include  looking  at  fire  and  police  departments;  however,  there  may  be  security  and  space 
issues  in  San  Francisco  so  that  is  why  clinic  areas  are  being  researched  as  they  may  have  a  safe 
location  and  space,  and  the  general  public  is  coming  to  these  areas  for  clinical  services  or  animal 
control  issues. 

Director  Blumenfeld  questioned  the  reasoning  for  not  being  able  to  include  controlled  substances  in  the 
program.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  as  soon  as  a  drug  is  called  a  "waste  drug",  it  is  put  into  another 
regulatory  framework.  She  reported  that  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  has  stated  that  it 
is  legal  to  put  waste  medicines  in  the  trash,  and  the  Federal  Drug  Administration  (FDA)  issued  a  press 
release  asking  people  to  flush  the  substances  down  the  toilet.  Director  Blumenfeld  asked  that  the 
press  release  be  sent  to  the  Commission  for  review.  Ms.  Hartmayer  stated  that  the  public  is  confused 
about  what  to  do  with  their  medications  so  most  of  the  time  they  sit  In  people's  homes  because  it  is 
believed  they  are  a  hazard.  She  stated  it  was  important  to  give  the  public  a  clear  method  for  disposal 
of  these  medications  and  believes  that  the  federal  government  needs  to  create  a  national  policy.  As  a 
short-term  solution,  San  Francisco  can  be  a  model  community  for  creating  a  program  of  safe  disposal. 

Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  San  Francisco  has  a  population  of  approximately  800,000  people  that 
may  have  as  an  example  ten  bottles  of  medication  per  person  in  their  household,  and  there  are  only 
3000  mailers  currently  available.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  she  would  like  to  see  the  pharmaceutical 
companies  pay  the  cost  of  the  mailers  so  they  are  free  to  the  public.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  it 
could  also  be  part  of  extended  producer  responsibility  for  the  future,  and  retailers  could  ask 
manufacturers  to  pay  the  cost.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  who  pays  is  the  problem-retailers  are  not 
going  to  supply  the  mailers  for  free,  but  can  be  asked  as  a  first  step  to  sell  them.  Then  next  steps 
would  be  to  assign  specific  locations  for  controlled  substances  and  then  request  pharmaceutical 
companies  to  get  involved  and  pay  for  the  mailer.  One  could  argue  that  if  the  pharmaceutical  company 
would  pay,  then  they  would  pass  the  price  to  the  consumer  so  the  consumer  would  pay  either  way. 
The  barrier  of  having  to  pay  for  it  at  the  time  of  disposal  is  high,  but  if  it  is  already  paid  for,  it  would  be 
used  more.  Also,  in  the  economy  of  scale,  if  the  pharmaceutical  companies  were  to  pay,  the  mailer 
would  be  a  lot  cheaper,  possibly  $1.00. 

Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  this  program  is  not  a  perfect  environmental  solution.  Commissioner  Gravanis 
added  because  of  the  burning  and  the  waste  that  is  involved.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  the  positive  side 
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of  the  mailer  program  is  that  you  would  not  have  the  emissions  from  trucks  picking  up  pharmaceuticals 
from  various  pharmacies.  Director  Blumenfeld  recommended  that  the  sell-by  date  be  extended  to  what 
was  medically  allowable.  Ms.  Hartmayer  stated  that  each  drug  would  have  to  be  handled  individually 
and  that  it  would  be  an  enormous  task  going  through  every  drug.  She  explained  that  there  are  some 
drugs  that  can  cause  liver  damage  if  they  are  used  past  their  expiration  date,  and  what  might  be  safe 
for  many  medications  may  be  dangerous  for  others.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  this  method  could 
still  be  used  for  some  medications,  but  not  for  others. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  inquired  whether  creams  and  medications  in  metal  tubes  could  be  included  in 
the  mailer  program.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  they  are  included  with  the  exception  of  sharp  products, 
such  as  needles.  She  stated  that  she  is  interested  in  what  the  wastewater  agencies  would  be  doing  in 
the  future  as  it  hasn't  been  a  top  priority  for  them.  They  have  had  their  blue  bucket  events  where 
pharmaceuticals  are  collected,  and  they  are  continuing  with  this  program  once  a  year.  Medications  are 
placed  in  a  barrel  with  police  oversight,  and  then  they  go  to  an  incinerator.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  if 
the  regional  Water  Board  would  decide  to  establish  a  Total  Maximum  Daily  Load  (TMDL),  it  would 
make  every  wastewater  agency  take  action.  Director  Blumenfeld  recommended  that  the  Commission 
write  a  letter  to  the  Water  Board  recommending  this  action.  Ms.  Hartmayer  stated  that  it  would  be 
difficult  to  create  TMDL's  for  pharmaceuticals  because  there  are  so  many  different  kinds. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  medications  that  are  getting  into  the  water  from  human  waste. 
Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  the  SFPUC  feels  that  most  medication  that  comes  from  their  sewage  plant 
comes  from  excretion,  but  that  she  is  unaware  of  the  distribution  numbers.  Ms.  Hartmayer  stated  that 
there  is  no  data  available  on  the  distribution  of  what  is  disposed  from  pills  or  what  is  excreted  from  the 
body  in  human  waste. 

Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  he  is  sure  that  other  countries  don't  prescribe  as  much  medicine  per 
capita  as  in  the  United  Stated  and  recommended  that  there  be  an  incentive  for  the  insurance  industry  to 
prescribe  less.  Ms.  Raphael  suggested  that  perhaps  the  insurance  industry  should  be  paying  for  the 
program  rather  than  the  pharmaceutical  company.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  if  the  insurance 
industry  were  to  pay  for  the  program,  they  might  allow  a  person  to  get  less  medicine  each  time.  Ms. 
Raphael  stated  that  it  could  be  part  of  the  health  care  reform  act.  Ms.  Hartmayer  stated  that  if  the 
provider's  patients  are  going  to  have  to  be  on  medication  and  they  are  paying  a  $10  co-pay,  they  would 
try  to  get  as  much  as  they  can  for  that  $10  co-pay  at  one  time  versus  trying  a  medication  for  a  month 
and  then  getting  more.  She  stated  that  certain  patients  may  also  have  a  difficult  time  getting  to  their 
provider,  so  a  two-  or  three-month  supply  may  be  much  easier  for  them. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  there  would  be  an  opportunity  to  meet  with  the  new  Police  Chief  to 
discuss  this  issue  and  inquire  with  him  whether  Mesa,  Arizona  has  a  similar  program.  Ms.  Raphael 
stated  that  she  would  like  (1)  the  Police  Department  to  be  involved  with  controlled  substances  because 
they  have  to  deal  with  them  anyway  and  (2)  for  pharmacies  to  be  involved  with  regular  drugs  if  the  DEA 
is  not  going  to  shift  their  position  in  the  short  term. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  postal  service  involvement.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  the  postal 
service  has  approved  these  mailers  but  are  not  allowed  to  accept  controlled  substances  in  the  mail.  It 
was  explained  that  the  incineration  facility  was  once  allowed  to  accept  controlled  substances  in  the 
mail,  but  something  had  happened  to  shut  the  program  down.  It  is  believed  that  the  DEA  could  not 
issue  a  variance.  It  was  recommended  that  the  Commissioners  write  a  letter  to  the  Water  Board  asking 
them  to  urge  the  DEA  to  allow  controlled  substances  to  be  mailed  for  incineration;  however,  there  is  still 
a  question  of  who  pays  for  it.  Commissioner  Martin  recommended  working  with  UPS,  Federal 
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Express,  or  some  other  carrier  to  create  business  competition  so  it  can  be  done  less  expensively.  Ms. 
Raphael  stated  that  government  should  not  be  involved  with  business  negotiations,  but  that  it  would  be 
a  good  idea  if  the  actual  companies  that  operate  the  incinerators  could  negotiate  with  Federal  Express 
or  other  carriers  to  bring  the  costs  down.  Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  there  are  other  incinerators  of 
this  type  available  other  than  the  one  presently  being  used.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  there  are  others 
available,  but  they  are  also  not  located  in  California.  The  other  facilities  are  interested  in  this  program 
as  a  business  model  but  they  need  to  see  interest  from  municipalities. 

Commissioner  Martin  recommended  that  the  public  be  educated  that  pharmaceutical  waste  is  a 
problem  and  be  given  recommendations  on  what  they  can  do.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  non- 
prescription drugs  are  often  sold  in  large  quantities,  and  that  there  should  be  education  about  not 
buying  more  than  you  need.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  the  point  Ms.  Hartmayer  made  about  the 
economics  of  the  insurance  industry  forcing  you  to  buy  more  at  one  time  applies  in  this  case. 
Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  reasons  for  purchasing  more  than  you  need  are  not  always 
insurance-related.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  there  are  a  lot  of  people  reviewing  this  issue 
from  different  angles,  e.g.  Clean  Water  Action  is  investigating  this  issue,  and  Northern  California  Water 
Recycling  Association  is  holding  meetings  and  a  workshop  on  emerging  contaminants.  It  is  possible 
that  other  groups  are  talking  about  dealing  with  the  regional  Water  Board  on  these  issues  as  well.  Ms. 
Raphael  stated  that  the  Commission  has  not  sent  a  letter  to  the  Water  Board  as  of  yet  so  it  would  be 
helpful  to  weigh  in. 

Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  the  San  Francisco  Estuary  Institute  (SFEI)  issued  a  study  checking 
water  quality  in  remote  areas  and  found  hormones  and  other  things  in  water.  It  was  recommended  that 
the  letter  to  the  Water  Board  include  data  on  what  is  found  in  the  bay  and  other  bodies  of  water  that  we 
are  attached  to.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  the  San  Francisco  Estuary  Institute  (SFEI)  is  the  entity  that 
does  the  most  monitoring  and  will  check  to  see  if  they  have  measurement  statistics.  Director 
Blumenfeld  stated  that  there  are  a  lot  of  studies  that  have  been  done  on  the  bay  on  this  issue. 
Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  information  could  be  retrieved  on  the  top  three  offensive  chemical 
compounds  to  include  in  the  letter.  Ms.  Hartmayer  stated  that  currently  there  is  no  way  to  get  these 
compounds  out  of  the  water;  however,  there  is  a  green  chemistry  being  investigated  that  may  help 
break  down  some  of  these  from  the  water. 

Commissioner  Martin  recommended  that  in  addition  to  adding  the  top  three  offensive  compounds  to  the 
letter,  to  tie  it  back  to  whatever  source  of  medication  it  might  be  from  to  help  people  who  are  taking 
these  medications  understand  what  they  can  do  with  their  waste.  Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about 
the  most  commonly  prescribed  drug.  Ms.  Hartmayer  stated  that  the  most  commonly  found  drugs 
present  in  the  water  stream  are  estrogens  and  Prozac,  and  it  is  those  that  are  being  eliminated  in 
human  waste  and  stay  in  the  water  stream.  It  then  becomes  difficult  for  people  to  rationalize  why  they 
have  to  throw  out  their  five  extra  pills  in  a  special  way  when  it  is  being  eliminated  through  the  body 
anyway.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  if  the  body  is  not  absorbing  that  much,  why  put  it  in  the 
medicine  and  recommended  pushing  producer  responsibility  to  change  formulations.  Ms.  Raphael 
stated  that  this  recommendation  would  be  for  the  medical  world  to  consider  and  all  considerations 
discussed  are  relevant  to  this  issue. 

6.  Director's  Updates.  Speaker:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 

Director  Blumenfeld  discussed  topics  discussed  at  the  Senior  Staff  Retreat,  e.g.  Department  of  the 
Environment  program  teams  discussed  better  coordination  with  current  partnerships  and  development 
of  new  partnerships  to  deal  with  issues  not  currently  dealt  with.  It  was  announced  that  the  Department 
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now  has  nine  eco-jobs  employees  and  that  Mr.  Donny  Olivera  from  the  San  Francisco  Conservation 
Corp  was  hired  to  be  the  director  of  that  program.  Mr.  Olivera  was  involved  with  many  large  city 
recycling  events  for  the  past  three  years.  It  was  explained  that  the  biggest  challenge  operationally  is 
how  to  bring  in  a  team  that  is  bigger  than  the  Department  itself  as  it  relates  to  space  and  so  that  they 
receive  a  benefit  and  the  environment  improves  as  a  result.  The  team  will  be  working  on  mandatory 
recycling  and  composting  and  then  on  the  energy  efficiency  audit. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  what  to  do  with  plastic  film/bags.  Director  Blumenfeld  reported 
that  Cole  Hardware  accepts  plastic  film/bags,  but  does  not  know  what  they  do  with  it.  The  wet  cleaners 
now  have  a  reusable  bag  that  you  bring  back  to  the  cleaners.  He  stated  that  the  topic  of  discussion  at 
the  November  9  Policy  Committee  meeting  will  be  on  dry  cleaning.  It  was  stated  that  plastic  film 
collection  costs  are  very  expensive  and  they  can  be  sold;  however,  there  is  a  shipping  charge. 
Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  Cole  Hardware  is  an  example  of  a  great  community  organization  that 
takes  in  a  lot  of  different  products,  but  that  they  are  getting  overwhelmed. 

7.  Announcements.  (Discussion) 

Commissioner  Gravanis  reported  that  she  attended  a  walk  sponsored  by  UCSF  to  discuss  their  tree 
thinning  project  for  fire  safety  that  they  have  received  a  Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency 
(FEMA)  grant  for,  and  the  Committee  and  Urban  Forestry  Council  recently  heard  public  comment  on. 
She  stated  that  she  appreciated  hearing  what  was  actually  going  to  happen  in  comparison  to  what  was 
stated  from  public  comment  at  the  Policy  Committee  and  at  the  Council.  Commissioner  Gravanis 
reported  that  she  had  given  UCSF  staff  Ms.  Fish's  contact  information  so  Commissioners  could  be 
informed  of  future  community  meetings  and  walks.  It  is  a  state  issue  and  there  is  question  whether  the 
Commission  should  get  involved,  however,  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  has  been  defined  as  having 
interest  in  private,  federal  and  state  involvement  for  trees. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  she  has  learned  from  Port  staff  that  a  number  of  dead  gulls  have 
been  showing  up  at  the  wetlands  just  north  of  Pier  94.  The  Audubon  Society  sent  one  of  the  gulls  to 
Fish  and  Game,  and  they  discovered  that  it  had  rodenticide  in  its  system  but  nobody  knows  where  it 
came  from,  whether  it  was  directly  ingested  by  the  gull  or  from  other  animals  they  ingested. 
Commissioner  Gravanis  reported  that  she  had  spoken  to  a  Fish  and  Game  employee  who  was 
researching  the  problem,  and  that  she  would  be  sending  information  to  him  on  what  the  City  does  and 
who  has  permits  to  use  rodenticide  and  under  what  conditions  in  order  to  track  down  the  source.  It  was 
stated  that  if  anyone  sees  dead  gulls,  to  contact  Fish  and  Game  so  they  can  do  toxicology  studies. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  announced  that  there  was  a  sewage  spill  at  Treasure  Island  today,  and  the 
PUC's  job  is  to  manage  the  infrastructure.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  she  would  like  to  know  how  much 
overflowed  out  in  the  bay.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  a  certain  number  of  overflows  are 
allowed  per  year  so  unless  that  amount  was  exceeded,  there  is  no  fine.  Commissioner  Martin  stated 
that  there  were  significant  sewer  backups  around  town  due  to  the  rains  last  week.  Ms.  Raphael  stated 
that  she  would  send  an  email  to  wastewater  staff  to  find  out  about  the  overflow.  Director  Blumenfeld 
recommended  accessing  data  on  their  website.  Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  a  report  can  be  made  on 
the  list  of  projects  that  the  Department  is  not  doing  because  it  is  not  in  their  jurisdiction  but  is  still  being 
monitored. 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Hartmayer  asked  for  contact  information  on  the  tree  thinning  project  which 
Commissioner  Gravanis  indicated  she  would  send  her. 
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8.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion)  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  the  November  9th 
meeting  would  include  a  discussion  on  dry  cleaning  and  possibly  an  update  on  the  Hunters  Point 
Shipyard  Candlestick  Point  activities.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  she,  Ms.  Dhulipala,  and  a  wet  cleaner 
representative  would  be  discussing  barriers  and  opportunities.  The  December  14th  meeting  will  include 
an  update  on  cell-phone  safety  and  a  discussion  by  representatives  from  the  cell-phone  industry. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  for  updates  on  the  outreach  letter  to  environmental  groups  and 
prioritization  of  certain  elements  of  the  Urban  Forest  Plan,  which  the  Commission  recently  issued  a 
Resolution  to  the  Planning  Department  about.  Commissioner  Gravanis  reported  that  she  would  contact 
Ms.  Walsh  of  Department  staff  for  an  update  on  the  outreach  letter.  Director  Blumenfeld  reported  that 
Deputy  Director  Assmann  had  sent  communication  to  the  Planning  Department  on  the  Urban  Forest 
Plan,  and  would  check  on  the  current  status  and  report  back  in  his  Director's  Report.  Commissioner 
Martin  inquired  about  an  update  on  congestion  management  pricing.  Ms.  Fish  reported  that  she  had 
contacted  San  Francisco  County  Transportation  Authority  (SFCTA)  staff  who  indicated  they  could 
possibly  do  a  presentation  in  November;  however,  has  not  received  a  confirmation. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  she  would  like  to  identify  a  process  for  Commission  review  for 
revision  of  the  Strategic  Plan.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  could  be  done  in  January  once  the 
process  starts.  Commissioner  Martin  also  asked  for  an  update  on  the  Lights  Out  Campaign  and  a 
report  made  by  International  Dark  Skies  that  blue  light  is  dangerous  to  birds  and  that  a  lot  of  LED's  are 
in  the  blue  spectrum.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  she  would  like  to  hold  a  discussion  on  how 
the  Operations  and  Policy  Committees  can  work  together  as  indicated  in  the  Bylaws.  Director 
Blumenfeld  recommended  that  the  Chairs  of  both  Committees  hold  discussions  on  this  issue.  A 
discussion  was  held  on  the  upcoming  Commission  Officer  election  in  January.  Ms.  Fish  reported  that 
expression  of  interest  in  office  would  be  on  the  November  meeting  agenda  and  the  actual  election 
would  be  held  in  January.  Commissioners  discussed  the  possibility  of  revising  the  Bylaws  in  the  future 
to  change  the  election  process. 

9.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

10.  Adjournment.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  adjourned  at  6:40  p.m. 
Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary,  TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1 )  the  Commission's  office,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between 
the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  meeting. asp?id=61 005.  (3) 
by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item  above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355- 
3709  or  via  e-mail  at  Monica. Fish(8)sfgov.orq  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting. 


*  Approved: 
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COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Jane 
MarieFrancis  Martin 


1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  convened  at  5:02  p.m.  Present:  Vice- 
Chair  Gravanis  and  Commissioner  Martin;  Excused:  Chair  Wald. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  September  14,  2009  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting.  (Discussion 
and  Action)  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Martin  and  second  by  Vice  Chair  Gravanis,  the  September 
14,  2009  Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  without  objection  (AYES:  Vice  Chair  Gravanis  and 
Commissioner  Martin;  Absent:  Commissioner  Wald)  (Explanatory  Document:  September  14,  2009 
Approved  Minutes  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  paqe.asp?id=1 1 1431 ) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

4.  Cell  Phone  Radiation  -  Consumer  Right  to  Know.  Sponsor:  Chair  Wald;  Staff  Presenters:  Jared 
Blumenfeld,  Director  and  Debbie  Raphael,  Toxics  Reduction  Program  Manager  (20  Minutes);  Speaker: 
Dr.  Rebecca  Sutton,  Staff  Scientist,  Environmental  Working  Group  (10  Minutes)  (Informational  Report 
and  Discussion) 

Director  Blumenfeld  reported  that  the  Cell  Phone  Radiation  Science  Review  on  Cancer  Risks  and 
Children's  Health  (Explanatory  Document:  (PDF) 

http://sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/me  report 
produced  by  the  Environmental  Working  Group  (EWG)  prompted  sponsorship  of  this  item  on  today's 
agenda,  and  introduced  today's  speakers,  Dr.  Rebecca  Sutton,  Staff  Scientist,  EWG,  and  Ms.  Debbie 
Raphael,  Department  Toxics  Reduction  Program  Manager.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  one  of  the  ways 
we  think  about  environmental  actions  to  take  in  San  Francisco  is  from  an  assessment  of  the  actions 
taken  around  the  world  as  well  as  ones  closer  to  home.  It  was  explained  that  discussions  were  held 
with  scientists  and  journalists  about  the  issue  of  cell  phone  radiation,  and  a  decision  was  made  to 
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investigate  the  issue  further.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  as  she  and  staff  started  to  ask  questions,  they 
came  into  contact  with  EWG  and  the  work  they  have  been  doing  for  the  past  five  years,  which  they 
were  getting  ready  to  formalize.  It  was  discovered  that  mostly  European  countries  and  some  other 
countries  around  the  world  are  concerned  and  are  issuing  different  levels  of  advisories  about  the  safety 
of  cell  phone  radiation  (Explanatory  Document:  "Cell  Phone  Safety  by  Country  Recommendations" 

(PDF)  http://sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironm ent/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2009/CellPhoneSafetvBvCountryRecommendations.pdf). 

Ms.  Raphael  provided  a  few  examples  of  advisories  issued  by  other  countries;  e.g.,  France  wanted  to 
focus  its  attention  on  the  schools;  Israel  is  issuing  more  of  a  warning;  and  the  United  Kingdom  is 
considering  labeling  radiation  levels.  Ms.  Raphael  reported  that  the  Federal  Drug  Administration  (FDA) 
has  an  office  of  Women's  Health,  which  is  where  a  study  on  this  issue  was  found. 

Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  it  was  learned  that  cell  phones  emit  electro-magnetic  radiation  or  radio 
frequency  radiation  and  they  do  so  from  the  antennae  that  are  trying  to  communicate  with  the  cell 
towers.  A  discussion  was  held  on  the  importance  of  determining  what  the  effect  of  electro-magnetic 
radiation  exposure  can  have  on  the  human  brain,  especially  for  young  children  who  are  developing  and 
have  thinner  skulls.  Ms.  Raphael  explained  that  the  consumer  right  to  know  idea  comes  from  work  the 
city  has  already  done  and  from  findings  in  the  United  States  and  countries  around  the  world.  It  was 
discovered  that  while  the  FDA  Women's  Health  Group  is  concerned,  the  Federal  Communications 
Commission  (FCC),  which  has  the  authority  to  regulate  radiation,  is  taking  its  lead  from  industry. 
Setting  a  safe  limit  has  been  assigned  to  industry  (the  trade  association  for  cell  phone  manufacturers), 
which  raises  the  question  of  whether  that  is  a  good  safety  level  or  not,  and  whether  there  is  more  that 
the  federal  government  should  be  doing.  There  is  also  a  question  of  what  can  be  done  here  in  San 
Francisco,  because  we  clearly  cannot  regulate  cell-phone  radiation. 

Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  the  discussion  today  is  a  starting  point  to  advise  Commissioners  about  what  is 
being  learned.  There  are  several  options  to  consider  for  the  future  depending  on  the  urgency  we  think 
this  issue  raises.  Ms.  Raphael  asked  Commissioners  to  consider  what  type  of  questions  they  would 
want  answered  and  what  the  future  policy  options  for  San  Francisco  could  be. 

Dr.  Rebecca  Sutton,  Environmental  Working  Group  (EWG)  scientist,  stated  that  she  is  speaking  on 
behalf  of  Ms.  Olga  Naidenko,  Senior  Scientist,  EWG,  who  is  her  colleague  in  the  Washington  D.C. 
office  who  could  add  additional  information  to  today's  discussion  as  requested  (Explanatory  Document: 
"Testimony  of  Olga  Naidenko"  before  the  Subcommittee  on  Labor,  Health  and  Human  Services  and 
Education,  and  Related  Agencies  Committee  on  Appropriations  United  States  Senate  on  their  hearing 
on  the  health  effects  of  cell  phone  use  (PDF) 

http://sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2009/EWGTestimoneyofONaidenko.pdf).  Dr.  Sutton  Stated 

that  EWG  is  a  small  non-profit  research  and  advocacy  organization  headquartered  in  Washington  D.C. 
and  also  has  a  small  Oakland  office  that  does  California-based  and  national  research.  Their  focus  is  on 
researching  toxic  chemicals  in  everyday  products,  and  while  radiation  is  not  a  chemical,  it  certainly 
could  be  a  toxic  exposure  according  to  most  recent  science.  Dr.  Sutton  stated  that  people  have  been 
interested  in  this  subject  for  a  long  time.  Health  implications  were  not  previously  known  because  cell 
phones  were  a  new  technology,  so  originally,  people  did  not  think  there  was  evidence  for  health  risks 
primarily  because  they  were  looking  at  studies  of  people  who  were  using  their  phones  for  only  a  couple 
of  years.  Only  recently  has  there  been  information  available  from  studying  study  people  who  have  used 
their  phones  for  ten  years,  and  troubling  results  are  being  seen. 

Dr.  Sutton  stated  that  it  is  being  discovered  that  long-term  cell  phone  use  may  be  linked  to  higher  risks 
for  a  couple  of  different  brain  and  salivary  gland  tumors,  specifically  on  the  side  of  the  head  where  the 
cell  phone  is  held.  The  World  Health  Organization  looked  at  people  in  thirteen  different  countries  in  the 
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European  Union  and  interviewed  about  13,000  people,  people  who  did  and  did  not  have  tumors,  to 
research  if  people  who  ended  up  with  tumors  tended  to  use  their  cell  phones  more.  The  study  has  not 
been  officially  released  and  is  in  the  peer  review  process  now,  but  there  is  information  that  a  health 
advisory  will  be  published  indicating  that  there  is  some  concern.  This  is  the  latest  in  a  growing  list  of 
studies  showing  that  we  need  to  be  concerned  with  our  exposure  to  radiation.  By  no  means  is  the 
science  definitive  at  this  point,  but  there  is  a  need  to  do  more  research,  and  it  is  time  to  take 
precautions  in  order  to  reduce  our  levels  of  exposure. 

Dr.  Sutton  distributed  a  list  created  by  EWG  of  easy  steps  that  people  can  take  to  reduce  the  potential 
bad  effects  of  cell  phone  exposure  (Explanatory  Document:  'EWG  Guide  to  Reduce  Cell  Phone 
Radiation  Exposure"  (PDF) 

http://sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supporti nq/2009/EWGGuidetoReduceCellPhoneRadiationExposure.pdf).  It 

was  explained  that  the  federal  government,  when  reviewing  regulations  for  specific  absorption  rates 
(SARs),  asked  industry  how  they  would  want  to  be  regulated,  what  might  appropriate  SAR  levels  be, 
and  actually  adopted  what  industry  suggested.  Dr.  Sutton  stated  that  the  head  is  allowed  to  receive 
twenty  times  more  radiation  than  the  rest  of  the  body.  There  is  no  scientific  basis  for  this  determination, 
and  there  is  a  belief  that  the  brain  is  more  sensitive  to  radiation  than  other  organs.  This  regulation  is 
completely  opposite  of  what  it  should  be.  These  regulations  don't  consider  children's  exposure  despite 
the  fact  that  their  heads  are  smaller  and  their  skulls  are  thinner.  Even  the  brain  chemistry  is  a  little  bit 
different  and  is  a  little  bit  higher  in  cell  content.  They  end  up  absorbing  twice  as  much  radiation  as  an 
adult  brain.  The  current  guidelines  don't  consider  kids  at  all  because  guidelines  were  created 
seventeen  years  ago  when  kids  did  not  use  cell  phones.  It  is  time  for  an  update. 

Dr.  Sutton  described  EWG's  database  website  where  the  public  can  look  up  their  cell  phone/PDA 
model  and  determine  whether  the  Specific  Absorption  Rate  (SAR)  is  high  or  low.  It  was  explained  that 
the  top  end  of  the  legal  limit  for  safety  (1 .6)  is  the  industry-set  standard  adopted  by  the  government. 
Commissioner  Martin  asked  who  established  radiation  levels  for  the  rest  of  the  body.  Dr.  Sutton 
reported  that  these  are  all  industry  recommendations  and  are  all  based  on  studies  of  animal  behavior. 
There  is  little  to  no  margin  of  safety.  The  full  body  exposure  is  at  the  level  where  animals  started  acting 
strangely.  Ms.  Raphael  explained  that  details  are  listed  in  the  full  report. 

Dr.  Sutton  reported  that  EWG's  site  has  good  traffic-in  the  64  hours  following  the  publication  of  their 
review,  there  were  442,000  people  that  accessed  the  material  on  the  website,  collectively  viewing  1 .4 
million  online  pages.  During  the  three  days  that  EWG's  findings  were  released,  100  news  articles  in 
national  and  broadcast  news  were  published,  including  the  New  York  Times,  NBC  Nightly  News,  Web 
MD,  and  USA  Today.  There  is  also  a  list  of  blog  posts  which  ranks  the  news  articles  by  how  interesting 
folks  seem  to  find  them. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  whether  it  was  safe  to  carry  cell  phones  in  pockets.  Dr.  Sutton  stated 
that  EWG's  advice  is  to  use  headsets  and  keep  the  phone  further  away  from  the  body;  however  studies 
are  not  yet  included  in  the  report  about  placing  the  phone  on  the  body  or  on  a  belt.  Commissioner 
Martin  stated  that  there  was  a  reference  made  that  radiation  exposure  is  at  the  strongest  when  it  is 
trying  to  make  contact,  and  asked  if  cell  phones  are  constantly  trying  to  establish  contact  when  they  are 
on  and  connected  to  the  network.  Dr.  Sutton  explained  that  radiation  exposure  is  strongest  right  when 
you  are  achieving  that  connection.  Cell  phones  do  talk  to  the  network  periodically,  and  there  is  contact 
with  the  network  even  when  you  are  not  on  the  phone. 

Director  Blumenfeld  discussed  a  study  that  is  available  about  the  amount  of  threshold  hours  that  a  cell 
phone  should  be  used  and  the  number  of  hours  that  people  use  cell  phones  in  different  countries.  It 
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was  explained  that  the  threshold  of  concern  is  2000  hours  over  a  lifetime,  and  the  ten-year  study 
suggests  that  200  hours  per  year  for  ten  years  is  how  you  get  to  2000  hours.  The  2000  hours  can  be 
reached  a  lot  quicker  than  that.  In  the  United  States,  the  average  person  is  at  800  hours  per  year 
compared  to  Europeans  that  are  under  200  hours.  It  is  believed  that  cell  phone  usage  is  more  in  the 
United  States  because  the  rate  is  less  expensive  so  people  can  spend  a  lot  more  time  on  the  phone.  In 
countries  such  as  Europe  and  Japan,  people  text  a  lot  more.  It  is  a  concern  because  you  can  get  to  the 
2000  hours  in  three  years,  and  when  you  look  at  age  distribution,  kids  use  the  phones  more  frequently. 

Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  the  cell-phone  industry  documented  current  trends  and  how  widely  used  cell- 
phones are.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  the  studies  are  about  how  many  hours  the  phone  is  next  to 
your  head,  which  is  the  key  difference  from  studies  on  other  forms  of  radiation  exposure  such  as  towers 
and  microwaves,  which  you  are  not  holding  next  to  your  brain  for  200  hours  a  year.  The  proximity  is 
the  key  difference  between  cell-phone  use  and  all  other  electro-magnetic  fields  (EMF).  Also,  if  you  live 
in  a  neighborhood  that  is  very  hilly  and  the  signal  is  weak,  the  weaker  the  signal,  the  greater  the 
radiation.  San  Francisco  has  a  lot  of  hills  and  poor  reception,  so  the  risk  is  higher  because  the 
radiation  is  greater  for  that  phone. 

Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  in  the  United  Kingdom  newspaper,  The  Telegraph,  there  was 
discussion  of  a  study  headed  by  Sir  William  Stewart,  a  Chief  Scientific  Officer.  Sir  Stewart  prepared  two 
studies,  one  in  2000  and  one  in  2005,  and  both  contained  the  same  recommendations  stating  that  at 
the  time  of  sale,  there  should  be  a  rating  telling  people  what  the  cell  phone  SAR  rate  is.  Director 
Blumenfeld  questioned  why  nothing  happened  on  his  recommendation  based  on  Sir  Stewart's  high 
position  in  the  United  Kingdom  and  results  of  the  two  studies.  It  was  explained  that  there  was 
significant  pressure  not  to  have  a  standard  because  this  is  a  multi-billion  dollar  a  year  industry  and 
people  are  scared  that  it  will  create  panic. 

Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  it  is  important  to  consider  what  can  be  done  that  is  reflective  of  where 
the  science  is  today.  That  is  the  most  complicated  policy  question  that  will  be  faced  on  this  issue — what 
is  the  balance  based  on  available  science  and  Precautionary  Principle  goals.  An  action  has  not  yet 
been  identified  that  could  represent  where  the  science  is  today.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  as  the  World 
Health  Organization  report  and  other  meta-analyses  are  getting  published,  you  are  seeing  an  increased 
awareness  at  the  federal  level.    This  issue  is  coming  under  discussion,  and  it  may  be  that  a  re- 
evaluation  of  federal  standards  will  take  time. 

Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  it  is  important  to  publicize  this  information  so  people  can  make 
important  decisions.  One  of  the  statements  being  made  is  that  industry  does  not  want  to  have  greater 
restrictions  or  limitations  on  what  they  are  producing,  but  at  the  same  time  the  general  population  also 
does  not  want  to  believe  that  cell  phones  present  a  health  risk.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  there 
are  a  lot  of  cell  phones  that  meet  the  criteria  for  less  radiation  exposure,  and  sees  it  as  a  design  issue. 
Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  the  warning  is  not  to  stop  using  cell  phones,  but  to  use  them  differently,  which 
is  an  important  measure  especially  for  youngsters  to  acquire  certain  habits.  Commissioner  Gravanis 
stated  that  people  don't  understand  that  when  the  cell  phone  is  searching  for  a  signal,  it  is  putting  out 
the  most  radiation.  More  publicity  and  education  should  be  given  to  people  about  this  point  as  well  as 
an  advisory  to  hold  the  cell  phone  away  from  the  body.  It  is  not  enough  to  just  put  a  headset  on--the 
phone  in  the  pocket  is  also  not  doing  much  good. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  if  Bluetooth  technology  would  be  better  than  headsets  with  a  wire.  Dr. 
Sutton  stated  that  both  improve  or  reduce  radiation  exposure,  but  doesn't  yet  have  a  sense  of  which 
would  be  better.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  Bluetooth  is  better  than  holding  the  phone  to  your  head  but 
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does  not  yet  know  whether  it  is  better  than  the  wired  headset.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  it  seems 
that  Bluetooth  is  emitting  radiation  and  the  wired  headset  is  not. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  asked  staff  to  assemble  a  list  of  policy  options  for  the  Commission  to  consider 
in  the  future.  It  was  recommended  that  an  invitation  be  extended  to  industry  representatives.  Ms. 
Raphael  stated  that  one  way  to  influence  product  redesign  is  to  supply  information  to  consumers  so 
they  will  choose  the  lowest  SAR  phone  available. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  the  most  common  symptoms  of  increased  radiation.  Dr.  Sutton 
stated  that  the  health  risks  that  they  are  seeing  tied  to  cell  phones  are  various  types  of  brain  and 
salivary  gland  tumors  as  well  as  migraines.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  the  problem  is  that  effects  may  be 
seen  over  time,  are  not  immediate,  there  does  seem  to  be  an  acute  effect.    Ms.  Raphael  stated  that 
she  would  review  what  action  France  is  taking  in  their  schools  and  report  back  to  the  Committee. 
Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  governments  from  many  other  countries  were  accepting  industry 
standards.  Ms.  Raphael  confirmed  that  was  the  case.  Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  the  governments 
are  unanimous  in  supporting  the  industry  standard  or  if  there  is  deviation.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that 
Belgium  is  starting  to  regulate  what  is  coming  out  in  the  tower  rather  than  what  is  going  on  in  the  phone 
and  is  summarized  in  the  report.  It  was  explained  that  many  countries  are  issuing  a  warning  at  this 
time.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  Germany  came  out  with  a  green  dot  .6  as  a  standard  for  an  eco- 
rating,  so  there  is  some  acknowledgement. 

This  agenda  item  was  continued  to  the  December  14th  meeting  for  further  discussion. 

5.  Update  on  Progress  around  the  Disposal  of  Outdated  and  Unwanted  Pharmaceuticals.  Sponsor: 
Chair  Wald;  Staff  Presenter:  Debbie  Raphael,  Toxics  Reduction  Program  Manager  (20  minutes) 
(Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 

Ms.  Raphael  introduced  Ms.  Lisa  Hartmayer,  who  is  a  graduate  student  at  UCSF  and  is  volunteering 
with  the  Department  of  the  Environment  (Department)  on  this  issue.  Ms.  Raphael  provided  an  update 
on  this  topic,  showing  examples  of  the  new  and  improved  mailers  that  are  smaller,  less  bulky,  not 
padded,  with  instructions  included  on  the  inside  of  the  envelope,  and  cost  $3.60  for  each.  It  was 
explained  that  for  the  very  short  term,  the  garbage  company  purchased  3000  mailers  using  rate-payer 
money.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  this  is  not  a  long-term  solution  because  the  issue  is  more  of  a 
wastewater  than  solid  waste  problem.  Ms.  Raphael  reported  on  her  meeting  with  the  San  Francisco 
Public  Utilities  Commission  (SFPUC)  and  the  garbage  company  to  discuss  how  to  get  assistance  and 
leadership  from  SFPUC  Wastewater.  It  was  suggested  that  for  the  short-term,  SFPUC  purchase  these 
mailers  for  both  Departments  to  distribute. 

Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  the  Department  would  like  to  ask  pharmacies  to  sell  these  mailers,  as  they  do 
with  the  smaller  green  cart  compostable  bags  to  line  the  smaller  green  bins.  However,  because  the 
mailers  are  so  expensive,  pharmacies  would  be  asked  not  to  request  a  profit  on  the  sale,  similar  to 
selling  a  MUNI  pass.  There  will  be  outreach  to  all  city  pharmacies  and  Kaiser  in  the  near  future  to 
request  this  service.  That  will  be  the  short-term  solution  for  some  percentage  of  the  public  that  would 
want  to  do  the  right  thing. 

Ms.  Raphael  reported  on  current  problems  with  this  program:  controlled  substances  are  not  included — 
the  Drug  Enforcement  Agency  (DEA)  has  not  made  any  progress  on  this  issue.  There  are  many  people 
trying  to  move  the  DEA  on  this  issue  with  no  current  success.  There  is  no  information  at  this  time  that 


Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  Meeting 
October  26,  2009  Approved  Meeting  Minutes 
Page  6 


can  be  relayed  to  the  public  on  disposal  of  controlled  substances,  so  Ms.  Hartmayer  will  be  trying  to 
find  a  solution  to  where  to  send  these  to. 

Ms.  Hartmayer  introduced  herself  and  stated  that  she  is  a  nurse  at  the  UCSF  graduate  school  and 
reported  on  ideas  that  were  considered  for  pharmaceutical  disposal.  One  possibility  would  be  locations 
where  pharmaceutical  waste  is  already  being  handled,  e.g.  animal  control  facilities  that  use  the 
medications  on  animals  or  clinics  that  have  current  collections  in  place.  These  locations  have  been 
identified  as  possible  sites  for  installation  of  a  double-lock  key  collection  bin  that  could  be  placed  in  a 
secure  location  for  the  general  public  to  safely  return  their  medications.  Pickup  of  controlled 
substances  would  have  to  be  coordinated,  and  the  public  could  be  educated  about  how  and  what  to 
bring  back. 

Ms.  Hartmayer  stated  that  Walgreens  stores  have  indicated  their  willingness  to  put  a  collection  bin 
outside  their  stores;  however,  it  is  not  currently  possible  because  of  security  issues  and  possibility  of 
defacement,  etc.  All  ideas  are  in  the  investigational  stage  now.  She  stated  that  she  would  be  looking 
to  San  Mateo  County  for  a  model  program  as  they  have  a  program  in  place.   Ms.  Raphael  stated  that 
San  Mateo  County  utilizes  the  Police  Department  for  their  collection.  Ms.  Hartmayer  stated  that  other 
possibilities  include  looking  at  fire  and  police  departments;  however,  there  may  be  security  and  space 
issues  in  San  Francisco  so  that  is  why  clinic  areas  are  being  researched  as  they  may  have  a  safe 
location  and  space,  and  the  general  public  is  coming  to  these  areas  for  clinical  services  or  animal 
control  issues. 

Director  Blumenfeld  questioned  the  reasoning  for  not  being  able  to  include  controlled  substances  in  the 
program.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  as  soon  as  a  drug  is  called  a  "waste  drug",  it  is  put  into  another 
regulatory  framework.  She  reported  that  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  has  stated  that  it 
is  legal  to  put  waste  medicines  in  the  trash,  and  the  Federal  Drug  Administration  (FDA)  issued  a  press 
release  asking  people  to  flush  the  substances  down  the  toilet.  Director  Blumenfeld  asked  that  the 
press  release  be  sent  to  the  Commission  for  review.  Ms.  Hartmayer  stated  that  the  public  is  confused 
about  what  to  do  with  their  medications  so  most  of  the  time  they  sit  in  people's  homes  because  it  is 
believed  they  are  a  hazard.  She  stated  it  was  important  to  give  the  public  a  clear  method  for  disposal 
of  these  medications  and  believes  that  the  federal  government  needs  to  create  a  national  policy.  As  a 
short-term  solution,  San  Francisco  can  be  a  model  community  for  creating  a  program  of  safe  disposal. 

Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  San  Francisco  has  a  population  of  approximately  800,000  people  that 
may  have  as  an  example  ten  bottles  of  medication  per  person  in  their  household,  and  there  are  only 
3000  mailers  currently  available.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  she  would  like  to  see  the  pharmaceutical 
companies  pay  the  cost  of  the  mailers  so  they  are  free  to  the  public.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  it 
could  also  be  part  of  extended  producer  responsibility  for  the  future,  and  retailers  could  ask 
manufacturers  to  pay  the  cost.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  who  pays  is  the  problem-retailers  are  not 
going  to  supply  the  mailers  for  free,  but  can  be  asked  as  a  first  step  to  sell  them.  Then  next  steps 
would  be  to  assign  specific  locations  for  controlled  substances  and  then  request  pharmaceutical 
companies  to  get  involved  and  pay  for  the  mailer.  One  could  argue  that  if  the  pharmaceutical  company 
would  pay,  then  they  would  pass  the  price  to  the  consumer  so  the  consumer  would  pay  either  way. 
The  barrier  of  having  to  pay  for  it  at  the  time  of  disposal  is  high,  but  if  it  is  already  paid  for,  it  would  be 
used  more.  Also,  in  the  economy  of  scale,  if  the  pharmaceutical  companies  were  to  pay,  the  mailer 
would  be  a  lot  cheaper,  possibly  $1.00. 

Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  this  program  is  not  a  perfect  environmental  solution.  Commissioner  Gravanis 
added  because  of  the  burning  and  the  waste  that  is  involved.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  the  positive  side 
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of  the  mailer  program  is  that  you  would  not  have  the  emissions  from  trucks  picking  up  pharmaceuticals 
from  various  pharmacies.  Director  Blumenfeld  recommended  that  the  sell-by  date  be  extended  to  what 
was  medically  allowable.  Ms.  Hartmayer  stated  that  each  drug  would  have  to  be  handled  individually 
and  that  it  would  be  an  enormous  task  going  through  every  drug.  She  explained  that  there  are  some 
drugs  that  can  cause  liver  damage  if  they  are  used  past  their  expiration  date,  and  what  might  be  safe 
for  many  medications  may  be  dangerous  for  others.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  this  method  could 
still  be  used  for  some  medications,  but  not  for  others. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  inquired  whether  creams  and  medications  in  metal  tubes  could  be  included  in 
the  mailer  program.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  they  are  included  with  the  exception  of  sharp  products, 
such  as  needles.  She  stated  that  she  is  interested  in  what  the  wastewater  agencies  would  be  doing  in 
the  future  as  it  hasn't  been  a  top  priority  for  them.  They  have  had  their  blue  bucket  events  where 
pharmaceuticals  are  collected,  and  they  are  continuing  with  this  program  once  a  year.  Medications  are 
placed  in  a  barrel  with  police  oversight,  and  then  they  go  to  an  incinerator.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  if 
the  regional  Water  Board  would  decide  to  establish  a  Total  Maximum  Daily  Load  (TMDL),  it  would 
make  every  wastewater  agency  take  action.  Director  Blumenfeld  recommended  that  the  Commission 
write  a  letter  to  the  Water  Board  recommending  this  action.  Ms.  Hartmayer  stated  that  it  would  be 
difficult  to  create  TMDL's  for  pharmaceuticals  because  there  are  so  many  different  kinds. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  medications  that  are  getting  into  the  water  from  human  waste. 
Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  the  SFPUC  feels  that  most  medication  that  comes  from  their  sewage  plant 
comes  from  excretion,  but  that  she  is  unaware  of  the  distribution  numbers.  Ms.  Hartmayer  stated  that 
there  is  no  data  available  on  the  distribution  of  what  is  disposed  from  pills  or  what  is  excreted  from  the 
body  in  human  waste. 

Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  he  is  sure  that  other  countries  don't  prescribe  as  much  medicine  per 
capita  as  in  the  United  Stated  and  recommended  that  there  be  an  incentive  for  the  insurance  industry  to 
prescribe  less.  Ms.  Raphael  suggested  that  perhaps  the  insurance  industry  should  be  paying  for  the 
program  rather  than  the  pharmaceutical  company.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  if  the  insurance 
industry  were  to  pay  for  the  program,  they  might  allow  a  person  to  get  less  medicine  each  time.  Ms. 
Raphael  stated  that  it  could  be  part  of  the  health  care  reform  act.  Ms.  Hartmayer  stated  that  if  the 
provider's  patients  are  going  to  have  to  be  on  medication  and  they  are  paying  a  $10  co-pay,  they  would 
try  to  get  as  much  as  they  can  for  that  $10  co-pay  at  one  time  versus  trying  a  medication  for  a  month 
and  then  getting  more.  She  stated  that  certain  patients  may  also  have  a  difficult  time  getting  to  their 
provider,  so  a  two-  or  three-month  supply  may  be  much  easier  for  them. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  there  would  be  an  opportunity  to  meet  with  the  new  Police  Chief  to 
discuss  this  issue  and  inquire  with  him  whether  Mesa,  Arizona  has  a  similar  program.  Ms.  Raphael 
stated  that  she  would  like  (1)  the  Police  Department  to  be  involved  with  controlled  substances  because 
they  have  to  deal  with  them  anyway  and  (2)  for  pharmacies  to  be  involved  with  regular  drugs  if  the  DEA 
is  not  going  to  shift  their  position  in  the  short  term. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  postal  service  involvement.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  the  postal 
service  has  approved  these  mailers  but  are  not  allowed  to  accept  controlled  substances  in  the  mail.  It 
was  explained  that  the  incineration  facility  was  once  allowed  to  accept  controlled  substances  in  the 
mail,  but  something  had  happened  to  shut  the  program  down.  It  is  believed  that  the  DEA  could  not 
issue  a  variance.  It  was  recommended  that  the  Commissioners  write  a  letter  to  the  Water  Board  asking 
them  to  urge  the  DEA  to  allow  controlled  substances  to  be  mailed  for  incineration;  however,  there  is  still 
a  question  of  who  pays  for  it.  Commissioner  Martin  recommended  working  with  UPS,  Federal 
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Express,  or  some  other  carrier  to  create  business  competition  so  it  can  be  done  less  expensively.  Ms. 
Raphael  stated  that  government  should  not  be  involved  with  business  negotiations,  but  that  it  would  be 
a  good  idea  if  the  actual  companies  that  operate  the  incinerators  could  negotiate  with  Federal  Express 
or  other  carriers  to  bring  the  costs  down.  Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  there  are  other  incinerators  of 
this  type  available  other  than  the  one  presently  being  used.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  there  are  others 
available,  but  they  are  also  not  located  in  California.  The  other  facilities  are  interested  in  this  program 
as  a  business  model  but  they  need  to  see  interest  from  municipalities. 

Commissioner  Martin  recommended  that  the  public  be  educated  that  pharmaceutical  waste  is  a 
problem  and  be  given  recommendations  on  what  they  can  do.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  non- 
prescription drugs  are  often  sold  in  large  quantities,  and  that  there  should  be  education  about  not 
buying  more  than  you  need.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  the  point  Ms.  Hartmayer  made  about  the 
economics  of  the  insurance  industry  forcing  you  to  buy  more  at  one  time  applies  in  this  case. 
Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  reasons  for  purchasing  more  than  you  need  are  not  always 
insurance-related.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  there  are  a  lot  of  people  reviewing  this  issue 
from  different  angles,  e.g.  Clean  Water  Action  is  investigating  this  issue,  and  Northern  California  Water 
Recycling  Association  is  holding  meetings  and  a  workshop  on  emerging  contaminants.  It  is  possible 
that  other  groups  are  talking  about  dealing  with  the  regional  Water  Board  on  these  issues  as  well.  Ms. 
Raphael  stated  that  the  Commission  has  not  sent  a  letter  to  the  Water  Board  as  of  yet  so  it  would  be 
helpful  to  weigh  in. 

Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  the  San  Francisco  Estuary  Institute  (SFEI)  issued  a  study  checking 
water  quality  in  remote  areas  and  found  hormones  and  other  things  in  water.  It  was  recommended  that 
the  letter  to  the  Water  Board  include  data  on  what  is  found  in  the  bay  and  other  bodies  of  water  that  we 
are  attached  to.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  the  San  Francisco  Estuary  Institute  (SFEI)  is  the  entity  that 
does  the  most  monitoring  and  will  check  to  see  if  they  have  measurement  statistics.  Director 
Blumenfeld  stated  that  there  are  a  lot  of  studies  that  have  been  done  on  the  bay  on  this  issue. 
Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  information  could  be  retrieved  on  the  top  three  offensive  chemical 
compounds  to  include  in  the  letter.  Ms.  Hartmayer  stated  that  currently  there  is  no  way  to  get  these 
compounds  out  of  the  water;  however,  there  is  a  green  chemistry  being  investigated  that  may  help 
break  down  some  of  these  from  the  water. 

Commissioner  Martin  recommended  that  in  addition  to  adding  the  top  three  offensive  compounds  to  the 
letter,  to  tie  it  back  to  whatever  source  of  medication  it  might  be  from  to  help  people  who  are  taking 
these  medications  understand  what  they  can  do  with  their  waste.  Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about 
the  most  commonly  prescribed  drug.  Ms.  Hartmayer  stated  that  the  most  commonly  found  drugs 
present  in  the  water  stream  are  estrogens  and  Prozac,  and  it  is  those  that  are  being  eliminated  in 
human  waste  and  stay  in  the  water  stream.  It  then  becomes  difficult  for  people  to  rationalize  why  they 
have  to  throw  out  their  five  extra  pills  in  a  special  way  when  it  is  being  eliminated  through  the  body 
anyway.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  if  the  body  is  not  absorbing  that  much,  why  put  it  in  the 
medicine  and  recommended  pushing  producer  responsibility  to  change  formulations.  Ms.  Raphael 
stated  that  this  recommendation  would  be  for  the  medical  world  to  consider  and  all  considerations 
discussed  are  relevant  to  this  issue. 

6.  Director's  Updates.  Speaker:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 

Director  Blumenfeld  discussed  topics  discussed  at  the  Senior  Staff  Retreat,  e.g.  Department  of  the 
Environment  program  teams  discussed  better  coordination  with  current  partnerships  and  development 
of  new  partnerships  to  deal  with  issues  not  currently  dealt  with.  It  was  announced  that  the  Department 
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now  has  nine  eco-jobs  employees  and  that  Mr.  Donny  Olivera  from  the  San  Francisco  Conservation 
Corp  was  hired  to  be  the  director  of  that  program.  Mr.  Olivera  was  involved  with  many  large  city 
recycling  events  for  the  past  three  years.  It  was  explained  that  the  biggest  challenge  operationally  is 
how  to  bring  in  a  team  that  is  bigger  than  the  Department  itself  as  it  relates  to  space  and  so  that  they 
receive  a  benefit  and  the  environment  improves  as  a  result.  The  team  will  be  working  on  mandatory 
recycling  and  composting  and  then  on  the  energy  efficiency  audit. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  what  to  do  with  plastic  film/bags.  Director  Blumenfeld  reported 
that  Cole  Hardware  accepts  plastic  film/bags,  but  does  not  know  what  they  do  with  it.  The  wet  cleaners 
now  have  a  reusable  bag  that  you  bring  back  to  the  cleaners.  He  stated  that  the  topic  of  discussion  at 
the  November  9  Policy  Committee  meeting  will  be  on  dry  cleaning.  It  was  stated  that  plastic  film 
collection  costs  are  very  expensive  and  they  can  be  sold;  however,  there  is  a  shipping  charge. 
Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  Cole  Hardware  is  an  example  of  a  great  community  organization  that 
takes  in  a  lot  of  different  products,  but  that  they  are  getting  overwhelmed. 

7.  Announcements.  (Discussion) 

Commissioner  Gravanis  reported  that  she  attended  a  walk  sponsored  by  UCSF  to  discuss  their  tree 
thinning  project  for  fire  safety  that  they  have  received  a  Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency 
(FEMA)  grant  for,  and  the  Committee  and  Urban  Forestry  Council  recently  heard  public  comment  on. 
She  stated  that  she  appreciated  hearing  what  was  actually  going  to  happen  in  comparison  to  what  was 
stated  from  public  comment  at  the  Policy  Committee  and  at  the  Council.  Commissioner  Gravanis 
reported  that  she  had  given  UCSF  staff  Ms.  Fish's  contact  information  so  Commissioners  could  be 
informed  of  future  community  meetings  and  walks.  It  is  a  state  issue  and  there  is  question  whether  the 
Commission  should  get  involved,  however,  the  Urban  Forestry  Council  has  been  defined  as  having 
interest  in  private,  federal  and  state  involvement  for  trees. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  she  has  learned  from  Port  staff  that  a  number  of  dead  gulls  have 
been  showing  up  at  the  wetlands  just  north  of  Pier  94.  The  Audubon  Society  sent  one  of  the  gulls  to 
Fish  and  Game,  and  they  discovered  that  it  had  rodenticide  in  its  system  but  nobody  knows  where  it 
came  from,  whether  it  was  directly  ingested  by  the  gull  or  from  other  animals  they  ingested. 
Commissioner  Gravanis  reported  that  she  had  spoken  to  a  Fish  and  Game  employee  who  was 
researching  the  problem,  and  that  she  would  be  sending  information  to  him  on  what  the  City  does  and 
who  has  permits  to  use  rodenticide  and  under  what  conditions  in  order  to  track  down  the  source.  It  was 
stated  that  if  anyone  sees  dead  gulls,  to  contact  Fish  and  Game  so  they  can  do  toxicology  studies. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  announced  that  there  was  a  sewage  spill  at  Treasure  Island  today,  and  the 
PUC's  job  is  to  manage  the  infrastructure.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  she  would  like  to  know  how  much 
overflowed  out  in  the  bay.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  a  certain  number  of  overflows  are 
allowed  per  year  so  unless  that  amount  was  exceeded,  there  is  no  fine.  Commissioner  Martin  stated 
that  there  were  significant  sewer  backups  around  town  due  to  the  rains  last  week.  Ms.  Raphael  stated 
that  she  would  send  an  email  to  wastewater  staff  to  find  out  about  the  overflow.  Director  Blumenfeld 
recommended  accessing  data  on  their  website.  Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  a  report  can  be  made  on 
the  list  of  projects  that  the  Department  is  not  doing  because  it  is  not  in  their  jurisdiction  but  is  still  being 
monitored. 

Public  Comment:  Ms.  Hartmayer  asked  for  contact  information  on  the  tree  thinning  project  which 
Commissioner  Gravanis  indicated  she  would  send  her. 
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8.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion)  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  the  November  9th 
meeting  would  include  a  discussion  on  dry  cleaning  and  possibly  an  update  on  the  Hunters  Point 
Shipyard  Candlestick  Point  activities.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  she,  Ms.  Dhulipala,  and  a  wet  cleaner 
representative  would  be  discussing  barriers  and  opportunities.  The  December  14th  meeting  will  include 
an  update  on  cell-phone  safety  and  a  discussion  by  representatives  from  the  cell-phone  industry. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  for  updates  on  the  outreach  letter  to  environmental  groups  and 
prioritization  of  certain  elements  of  the  Urban  Forest  Plan,  which  the  Commission  recently  issued  a 
Resolution  to  the  Planning  Department  about.  Commissioner  Gravanis  reported  that  she  would  contact 
Ms.  Walsh  of  Department  staff  for  an  update  on  the  outreach  letter.  Director  Blumenfeld  reported  that 
Deputy  Director  Assmann  had  sent  communication  to  the  Planning  Department  on  the  Urban  Forest 
Plan,  and  would  check  on  the  current  status  and  report  back  in  his  Director's  Report.  Commissioner 
Martin  inquired  about  an  update  on  congestion  management  pricing.  Ms.  Fish  reported  that  she  had 
contacted  San  Francisco  County  Transportation  Authority  (SFCTA)  staff  who  indicated  they  could 
possibly  do  a  presentation  in  November;  however,  has  not  received  a  confirmation. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  she  would  like  to  identify  a  process  for  Commission  review  for 
revision  of  the  Strategic  Plan.  Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  could  be  done  in  January  once  the 
process  starts.  Commissioner  Martin  also  asked  for  an  update  on  the  Lights  Out  Campaign  and  a 
report  made  by  International  Dark  Skies  that  blue  light  is  dangerous  to  birds  and  that  a  lot  of  LED's  are 
in  the  blue  spectrum.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  she  would  like  to  hold  a  discussion  on  how 
the  Operations  and  Policy  Committees  can  work  together  as  indicated  in  the  Bylaws.  Director 
Blumenfeld  recommended  that  the  Chairs  of  both  Committees  hold  discussions  on  this  issue.  A 
discussion  was  held  on  the  upcoming  Commission  Officer  election  in  January.  Ms.  Fish  reported  that 
expression  of  interest  in  office  would  be  on  the  November  meeting  agenda  and  the  actual  election 
would  be  held  in  January.  Commissioners  discussed  the  possibility  of  revising  the  Bylaws  in  the  future 
to  change  the  election  process. 

9.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

10.  Adjournment.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  adjourned  at  6:40  p.m. 
Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary,  TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1 )  the  Commission's  office,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between 
the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  meeting.asp?id=61 005,  (3) 
by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item  above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  41 5-355- 
3709  or  via  e-mail  at  Monica.Fish@sfqov.org  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting. 


*  Approved:  November  9,  2009 


SF  Environment 


Our  home.  Our  city.  Our  planet. 

GAVIN  NEWSOM 
Mayor 

JARED  BLUMENFELD 
Director 
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CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 
COMMISSION  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT 
POLICY  COMMITTEE 

NOTICE  OF  REGULAR  MEETING  AND  AGENDA 
Monday,  November  9,  2009,  5:00  P.M. 
City  Hall,  Room  421 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


GOVERNMENT 
DOCUMENTS  DEPT 

NOV  -  4  2009 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Jane 
MarieFrancis  Martin 


ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 
Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Committee  takes  action  on  any  item. 

1 .  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  October  26,  2009  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting.  (Discussion  and 
Action) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

4.  Discussion  of  Efforts  to  Evaluate  Alternatives  to  Traditional  Dry  Cleaning  Solvents  and 
Promotion  of  Wet  Cleaning  Technologies.  (Informational  Presentation  and  Discussion)  Sponsor: 
Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director;  Staff  Presenters:  Debbie  Raphael,  Toxics  Reduction  Program  Manager 
and  Sushma  Dhulipala,  Commercial  Toxics  Reduction  Coordinator  (20  minutes);  Anna  Zimmerman, 
Commercial  Toxics  Associates  (5  minutes);  Speaker:  Gabrielle  Saveri,  UCLA  Sustainable  Technology 
Policy  Program/California  Wet  Cleaning  Demonstration  Program  (5  minutes) 

5.  Director's  Updates.  Speaker:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 

6.  Announcements.  (Discussion) 

7.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion) 

8.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

9.  Adjournment. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 


The  next  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  meeting  is  scheduled  for  Monday,  December  14,  2009  at  5:00 
p.m.  in  Room  421,  City  Hall. 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission's  office,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between 
the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  meeting. asp?id=61 005,  (3) 
by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item  above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709, 
or  via  e-mail  at  Monica.Fish@sfgov.org  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting.  If  any  materials  related  to  an  item  on  this  agenda 
have  been  distributed  to  the  Commission  Policy  Committee  after  distribution  of  the  agenda  packet,  those  materials  are  available  for 
public  inspection  at  the  Department  of  the  Environment,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  941 02  during  normal  office  hours  or  will  be 


made  available  at  the  meeting  website  link  Policy  Committee's  website  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  meetinq.asp?id=61005  as 
links  to  the  agenda  or  meeting  minutes  (by  item). 

Important  Information 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this  meeting.  Please  be 
advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone, 
pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

NOTE:  Persons  unable  to  attend  the  meeting  may  submit  to  the  Committee,  by  the  time  the  proceedings  begin, 
written  comments  regarding  the  agenda  items  above.  These  comments  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  official  public 
record  and  shall  be  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Committee  members.  Any  written  comments  should  be  sent 
to:  Commission  Secretary  of  the  Environment,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  or  by  email  at 
Monica.Fish@sfgov.org  by  5:00  p.m.  on  the  day  prior  to  the  hearing.  Comments  which  cannot  be  delivered  to  the 
Commission  Secretary  by  that  time,  may  be  taken  directly  to  the  hearing  at  the  location  above.  When  bringing 
handouts  to  meetings,  please  photocopy  on  both  sides  of  the  paper  and  try  to  use  post-consumer  recycled  or 
tree-free  paper.  Also,  please  bring  sufficient  copies  of  handouts  for  the  Committee,  the  Commission  Secretary 
and  the  public. 

Public  Comment 

At  this  time,  members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  items  of  interest  that  are  within  the  subject  matter  jurisdiction  of  the 
Committee  but  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  Public  comment  will  be  taken  following  each  agendized  item.  Each  member  of  the  public 
may  address  the  Committee  for  up  to  three  minutes,  unless  otherwise  announced  by  the  Chair.  If  it  is  demonstrated  that  the  comments 
by  the  public  will  exceed  15  minutes,  the  Chair  may  continue  Public  Comment  to  another  time  during  the  meeting. 

The  Brown  Act  forbids  the  Committee  from  taking  action  or  discussing  any  item  or  issue  not  appearing  on  the  posted  agenda.  This  rule 
applies  to  issues  raised  in  public  comment  as  well.  In  response  to  public  comment,  not  on  an  agendized  item,  the  Committee  is  limited 

to: 

1.  Briefly  responding  to  statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  the  public,  or 

2.  Request  staff  to  report  back  on  a  matter  at  a  subsequent  meeting,  or 

3.  Directing  staff  to  place  the  item  or  issue  on  a  future  agenda  (Government  Code  Section  54954.2(a).) 

Disability  Access 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  Meeting  will  be  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  421,  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San 
Francisco,  CA  94102,  in  the  Civic  Center  area.  The  meeting  room  is  wheelchair  accessible.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station  is  the 
Civic  Center  Station  at  United  Nations  Plaza  and  Market  Street.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location  are:  #71  Haight/Noriega  and 
the  F  Line  to  Market  and  Van  Ness  and  the  Metro  Stations  at  Van  Ness  and  Market  and  at  Civic  Center.  For  information  about  MUNI 
accessible  services  call  (415)  923-6142.  There  is  accessible  curbside  parking  adjacent  to  City  Hall  on  Grove  Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenue 
and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Veterans  Building  at  401  Van  Ness  Avenue  adjacent  to  Davies  Hall  and  the  War  Memorial  Complex. 

The  following  services  are  available  on  request  48  hours  prior  to  the  meeting;  except  for  Monday  meetings,  for  which  the  deadline  shall  be 
4:00  p.m.  of  the  last  business  day  of  the  preceding  week:  For  American  sign  language  interpreters  or  the  use  of  a  reader  during  a  meeting,  j 
a  sound  enhancement  system,  and/or  alternative  formats  of  the  agenda  and  minutes,  please  contact  Monica  Fish  at  (415)  355-3709  to 
make  arrangements  for  the  accommodation.  Late  requests  will  be  honored,  if  possible. 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple  chemical  sensitivity 
or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be  sensitive  to  various  chemical  based 
products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  Individuals  with  chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities  should  call 
the  Mayor's  Office  on  Disability  at  (415)  554-6789  or  (415)  554-6799  (TTY)  for  further  information. 

Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code) 
Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards,  councils,  and  other 
agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are  conducted 
before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's  review.  For  more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine 
Ordinance  or  to  report  a  violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  Sunshine  Task  Force  Administrator, 
City  Hall,  Room  409,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  at  Phone  No.:  (415)  554-7724;  Fax  No.:  (415) 
554-7854;  E-mail:  sotf (ajsfgov.org.  Copies  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the  Clerk  of  the  Sunshine  Task  Force,  the 
San  Francisco  Public  Library  and  on  the  City's  website  at  www.sfqov.org. 

Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements 
Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  administrative  action  may  be  required  by  the  San 
Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF  Campaign  &  Governmental  Conduct  Code  §2.100,  et.  seq]  to  register  and  report  lobbying  activity. 
For  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact  the  Ethics  Commission  at:  25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Second  Floor,  San 
Francisco,  CA  94102;  telephone  (415)  252-3100,  fax  (415)  252-3112;  web  site  atwww.sfgov.org/ethics. 
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COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Jane 
MarieFrancis  Martin 


1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  convened  at  5:10  p.m.  Present:  Vice- 
Chair  Gravanis  and  Commissioner  Martin;  Excused:  Chair  Wald. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  October  26,  2009  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting.  (Discussion  and 
Action)  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Martin  and  second  by  Commissioner  Gravanis,  the  October  26, 
2009  Draft  Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  without  objection  (AYES:  Commissioners  Gravanis  and 
Martin;  Absent:  Commissioner  Wald)  (Explanatory  Document:  October  26,  2009  Approved  Minutes 

http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  paqe.asp?id=1 13392) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

4.  Discussion  of  Efforts  to  Evaluate  Alternatives  to  Traditional  Dry  Cleaning  Solvents  and 
Promotion  of  Wet  Cleaning  Technologies.  (Informational  Presentation  and  Discussion)  Sponsor: 
Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director;  Staff  Presenters:  Debbie  Raphael,  Toxics  Reduction  Program 
Manager,  Sushma  Dhulipala,  Commercial  Toxics  Reduction  Coordinator  (20  minutes);  Anna 
Zimmermann,  Commercial  Toxics  Associate  (5  minutes);  Speakers:  Gabrielle  Saveri,  UCLA 
Sustainable  Technology  Policy  Program/California  Wet  Cleaning  Demonstration  Program  (5  minutes) 
and  Mr.  Karl  Huie,  Wet  Cleaners  Owner 

(Explanatory  Documents:  Greening  the  Dry  Cleaning  Sector  Presentation  and  Comparison  of 
Hazards,  Regulatory  Concerns,  and  Costs  for  Alternative  Dry  Cleaning  Technologies) 

Director  Blumenfeld  reported  that  the  Department  of  the  Environment  (Department)  has  been 
researching  and  working  on  this  issue  for  approximately  three  years.  There  has  been  groundbreaking 
research  led  by  people  in  the  field,  and  there  are  cleaners  that  have  already  converted  to  wet  cleaning 
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technologies,  but  the  regulations  are  behind  where  the  action  is.  Work  is  being  done  to  speed  up  the 
effort  for  cleaner  and  safer  alternatives  to  perchloroethylene  and  hydrocarbons.  Ms.  Sushma  Dhulipala 
stated  that  she  would  be  discussing  strategies  taken  to  promote  more  eco-  friendly  cleaning  and 
introduced  Ms.  Anna  Zimmermann,  who  would  be  providing  background  on  current  efforts.  Ms. 
Raphael  would  be  discussing  policy  options  and  where  help  is  needed  from  the  Commission. 

Ms.  Zimmermann  reported  that  she  joined  the  Department  a  few  months  ago  and  is  working  with  the 
Toxics  Reduction  team.  The  team  became  interested  in  dry  cleaning  a  few  years  ago  after  realizing  that 
one  of  the  chemicals  used  in  dry  cleaning,  perchloroethylene,  is  among  the  most  toxic  chemicals  used 
within  the  limits  of  San  Francisco.  It  was  explained  that  dry  cleaning  is  unique  among  polluting 
industries  because  dry  cleaning  shops  are  located  within  residential  communities  where  people  live  and 
buy  food  as  opposed  to  the  outskirts  of  the  city.  In  the  state  of  California,  there  are  over  5000  dry 
cleaning  shops.  In  San  Francisco,  there  are  over  300  shops,  but  not  all  of  these  shops  necessarily 
have  machines  on  site.  There  are  about  120  shops  in  San  Francisco  that  do  have  machines  on  site 
and  are  actually  doing  the  cleaning.  The  other  shops  are  agencies  where  people  can  bring  their  clothes 
and  drop  them  off. 

Ms.  Zimmermann  discussed  the  different  technologies  used  in  dry  cleaning  (see  page  2  of  the 
presentation).  The  most  popular  technology,  perchloroethylene,  is  quite  toxic,  so  its  use  is  regulated  by 
a  number  of  government  agencies.  The  second  most  popular  is  the  use  of  hydrocarbon  solvents  which 
also  has  human  health  and  environmental  hazards.  Wet  cleaning  is  the  technology  that  the  Department 
is  promoting.  Ms.  Zimmermann  stated  that  dry  cleaning  shops  in  San  Francisco  are  generally  small, 
independently  owned,  mostly  owned  and  operated  by  immigrant  populations  so  outreach  efforts  have  to 
be  multilingual.  A  lot  of  people  don't  understand  what  dry  cleaning  is-the  name  implies  that  it  is  dry, 
but  it  is  in  fact  not  dry — clothes  are  actually  immersed  in  a  liquid  chemical  solvent. 

Ms.  Zimmerman  explained  that  a  lot  of  different  solvents  have  been  used  over  the  years.  In  the  1800's, 
cleaning  with  white  gasoline  or  kerosene  was  effective  to  remove  stains,  but  it  was  problematic 
because  it  was  flammable.  A  switch  was  made  to  another  petroleum-based  solvent,  stoddard,  which 
was  also  flammable.  In  the  1950's-1970's,  perchloroethylene  became  popular  and  is  now  used  by  a 
majority  of  cleaners  in  the  United  States.  While  perchloroethylene  is  not  flammable,  it  does  have 
environmental  and  health  impacts.  It  has  been  on  the  California  Proposition  65  list  of  carcinogens  for 
the  last  two  decades,  and  there  is  science  that  shows  other  occupational  health  hazards  (see  page  4  of 
the  presentation).  As  a  result,  perchloroethylene  is  regulated  by  the  Air  Quality  Management  District 
and  other  government  entities.  Perchloroethylene  is  also  an  environmental  contaminant.  It  is  such  a 
powerful  chemical  that  it  can  seep  through  concrete  and  go  through  floorboards.  It  has  been  found  in 
elevated  levels  in  apartments  above  perchloroethylene  dry  cleaning  shops  and  affects  residents  that 
live  nearby.  It  also  has  been  found  in  high  levels  in  soil  and  ground  water  surrounding  dry  cleaning 
shops.  The  United  States  Environmental  Protection  Agency  did  a  study  and  estimated  that  over  75%  of 
the  dry  cleaning  shops  are  contaminated,  and  determined  that  this  chemical  should  be  regulated  and  is 
something  that  we  want  to  minimize  exposure  to  in  San  Francisco. 

Ms.  Zimmerman  stated  that  the  use  of  perchloroethylene  is  regulated  by  the  California  Air  Resources 
Board  and  on  a  local  level  by  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  (BAAQMD).  In  2007,  the 
California  Air  Resources  Board  decided  that  they  wanted  to  find  a  way  to  limit  exposure  of  people, 
residents,  and  workers  to  perchloroethylene  so  they  passed  a  law  that  said  that  the  use  of 
perchloroethylene  would  be  totally  phased  out  by  the  year  2023  in  the  state  of  California.  California  is 
the  first  state  to  pass  a  law  to  eliminate  the  use  of  perchloroethylene  in  dry  cleaning,  starting  with  co- 
residential  shops  that  share  a  wall  or  a  ceiling  with  where  people  are  living.  That  regulation  goes  into 
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effect  in  July  of  next  year  so  all  San  Francisco  cleaners  that  are  located  in  co-residential  locations  will 
have  to  stop  operating  their  perchloroethylene  machines  and  switch  to  alternatives.  That  is  why  the 
Department  got  involved  in  researching  alternatives.  This  regulation  takes  into  consideration  the  age  of 
the  perchloroethylene  machine  and  requires  the  phase-out  of  machines  that  are  15  years  or  older. 
From  next  year  until  2023,  cleaners  will  need  to  switch  to  perchloroethylene  alternatives. 

San  Francisco  has  120  shops,  approximately  half  (54)  of  which  use  perchloroethylene.  Given  the 
current  regulation  by  the  state,  40  of  them  will  have  to  switch  out  their  machine  by  July  of  next  year.  It 
is  a  key  time  for  the  Department  to  work  with  the  dry  cleaning  community  to  educate  them  about  the 
available  alternatives.  The  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  also  has  pending  legislation  that 
would  accelerate  the  phase-out  of  perchloroethylene,  so  dry  cleaners  that  have  machines  that  are 
newer  and  have  not  reached  15  years  of  age  would  be  phased  out.  Three  different  options  are  being 
considered  under  this  proposal  -  phase-out  of  machines  12  years  or  older,  10  years  or  older  and  8- 
years  or  older.  Adoption  of  the  first  option  (phase-out  of  machines  12  years  or  older)  would  affect  44 
cleaners,  so  an  additional  4  cleaners  would  have  to  phase  out  their  machines  that  were  made  after 
1998  by  July  of  next  year.  If  the  most  aggressive  (phase-out  of  machines  8  years  or  older)  option  is 
implemented,  then  all  53  of  the  54  of  perchloroethylene  cleaners  would  have  to  switch  machines  by 
July  of  next  year.  Under  the  current  regulations,  40  of  the  54  facilities  (70%)  would  have  to  switch.  So 
there  are  at  least  40,  probably  50-55  cleaners  in  the  market  for  new  machines  and  alternatives. 

Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  BAAQMD  will  be  making  a  decision  on  the  perchloroethylene  legislation  next 
month.  One  of  the  unintended  consequences  of  passing  this  legislation  is  that  many  of  the  alternatives 
to  perchloroethylene  that  are  being  marketed  as  green  or  environmentally  friendly  cause  their  own 
environmental  and  health  hazards.  One  of  the  products  being  marketed  as  green  is  called 
"GreenEarth."  As  its  name  implies,  you  would  think  that  it  is  an  eco-friendly  safe  solvent  that  is  used, 
but  that  may  not  be  the  case.  Signs  advertising  "environmentally  friendly,  organic  eco-friendly  dry 
cleaning,  safe  for  use,  non-toxic"  have  been  found  in  front  of  dry  cleaning  shops,  and  it  is  clear  that 
more  research  is  needed  to  understand  this  issue.  These  solvents  are  made  by  organizations  such  as 
Chevron,  Shell,  and  Exxon  Mobil. 

Ms.  Dhulipala  discussed  challenges  faced  in  working  with  the  dry  cleaning  industry,  recent  strategies, 
and  next  steps  on  how  to  move  forward  in  establishing  more  green  alternatives  in  San  Francisco.  Ms. 
Dhuilipala  presented  findings  from  comparisons  of  dry  cleaning  solvents  (Explanatory  Document: 
"Comparison  of  Hazards,  Regulatory  Concerns,  and  Costs  for  Alternative  Dry  Cleaning  Technologies"). 
Ms.  Dhuilipala  stated  that  there  would  be  a  discussion  on  these  findings,  outreach  strategies 
implemented  with  local  dry  cleaners,  consumer  outreach,  financial  incentives  available  to  cleaners  to 
switch  to  greener  technologies,  and  policy  options. 

Ms.  Dhulipala  stated  that  the  dry  cleaning  issue  is  not  new  to  San  Francisco  and  that  in  2000  San 
Francisco  issued  a  grant  to  a  local  cleaner,  Meaders  Cleaners,  to  establish  the  first  wet  cleaning 
machine  facility.  It  was  learned  that  technology  was  not  efficient,  and  that  the  dry  cleaning  industry  had 
not  fully  accepted  the  technology.  There  was  a  wait  for  the  technology  to  make  improvements.  In  2007, 
San  Francisco  restarted  the  grant  program  and  worked  with  Ms.  Saveri's  group  to  conduct  outreach  to 
local  cleaners  to  establish  one  or  two  wet  cleaners  in  San  Francisco.  Unfortunately,  the  grant  program 
launched  in  2007  also  was  not  successful  in  converting  two  cleaners  to  a  greener  option.  Ms.  Dhulipala 
stated  that  Ms.  Saveri  and  Mr.  Karl  Huie  would  discuss  challenges  faced  in  influencing  cleaners  to 
adopt  this  newer  technology.  In  the  meantime,  the  Air  Resources  Board  introduced  their 
perchloroethylene  legislation  and  many  manufacturers  and  distributors  started  to  promote  their  cleaning 
solvents  as  green  options.  Several  cleaners  (including  local  cleaners)  were  including  "green"  marketing 
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in  their  marketing  material  and/or  storefronts.  There  was  research  and  a  1  !4  year  study  prepared  to 
compare  the  environmental  and  health  impacts  of  various  dry  cleaning  solvents  and  how  they  are 
regulated  by  the  various  regulatory  agencies.  The  solvents  are  heavily  regulated  by  the  Air  District  and 
the  Fire  and  Health  Departments,  all  of  which  regulate  solvents  differently. 

Discussion  on  "Comparison  of  Hazards,  Regulatory  Concerns,  and  Costs  for  Alternative  Dry 
Cleaning  Technologies" 

Ms.  Dhulipala  discussed  the  reference  guide  created  for  cleaners  to  use  as  a  resource  to  make 
informed  decisions  called  the  "Comparison  of  Hazards,  Regulatory  Concerns,  and  Costs  for  Alternative 
Dry  Cleaning  Technologies"  assessment,  which  contains  three  main  topics  of  information  (1) 
operational  costs--how  much  it  would  cost  a  dry  cleaner  to  operate  a  wet  cleaning  machine  versus  a 
perchloroethylene-based  machine  (utility  costs,  purchasing  solvent  costs,  disposal  of  hazardous 
waste);  (2)  human  health  and  environmental  impacts;  and  (3)  information  on  how  solvents  are 
regulated  by  agencies.  This  assessment  was  developed  by  researching  reports  by  environmental 
organizations,  government  agencies,  international  governments,  and  through  consultation  with  the 
California  Office  of  Environmental  Health  Hazard  Assessment. 

•  Red  Section  Ratings  of  the  Assessment  (Hydrocarbon  solvent;  Perchloroethylene,  and 
Propyl  bromide):  Ms.  Dhuilipala  discussed  findings  shown  on  the  assessment  and  explained  that 
the  red  section  ratings  are  for  three  different  dry  cleaning  solvents  that  have  been  classified  as 
Proposition  65  chemicals  or  contain  Proposition  65  ingredients.  Propyl  bromide  is  a  toxic  solvent 
and  has  environmental  health  impacts  associated  with  it.  This  toxic  solvent  has  recently  been 
promoted  by  manufacturers  and  distributors  as  an  easy  conversion  from  perchloroethylene.  In 
developing  this  alternatives  assessment,  the  Health  and  Fire  Departments  were  consulted  to 
understand  how  they  regulate  these  solvents.  The  Fire  Department  concluded  that  propyl  bromide 
is  flammable  and  would  be  illegal  for  cleaners  to  use  in  San  Francisco. 

•  Yellow  Section  Ratings  of  the  Assessment  (Hydrocarbon  solvents,  GreenEarth  solvent,  C02 
cleaning  with  Micell  technologies,  and  Rynex  solvent)  Ms.  Dhulipala  discussed  the  yellow 
section  ratings  on  the  comparison  sheet,  stating  that  the  hydrocarbon  solvents  category  includes 
four  different  petroleum  solvents  made  by  large  petroleum  companies.  There  was  very  little 
information  available  on  the  solvents  and  research  took  a  long  time.  These  solvents  are  being 
promoted  as  eco-friendly  alternatives  to  perchloroethylene,  as  shown  on  images  taken  of 
storefronts  using  hydrocarbon  solvents  (presentation  page  7).  Manufacturers  and  distributors  are 
also  promoting  as  green  a  solvent  called  GreenEarth;  however,  our  research  indicates  its  potential 
for  carcinogenicity  and  reproductive  toxicity.  Through  outreach,  it  was  learned  that  there  is  at  least 
one  cleaner  in  San  Francisco  that  uses  a  GreenEarth  machine  who  had  stated  that  she  was  misled 
by  the  manufacturer  who  was  selling  and  promoting  it  as  a  greener  technology.  The  solvent  is  less 
toxic  than  perchloroethylene,  but  there  is  less  information  about  it  available  because  it  has  not  been 
available  as  long  as  perchloroethylene. 

Ms.  Dhulipala  stated  that  Rynex  is  another  solvent  that  is  rated  in  the  yellow  category.  The 
manufacturer  would  not  disclose  the  ingredients  so  without  this  information,  it  cannot  be  compared 
to  other  solvents.  Commissioner  Martin  inquired  how  the  Fire  Department  regulates  Rynex  without 
having  the  information  on  the  ingredients.  Ms.  Dhulipala  stated  that  the  information  available  on 
Rynex  is  limited  because  it  is  derived  from  old  formulations.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  the  Fire 
Department  is  concerned  only  with  how  flammable  it  is.  Ms.  Dhuilipala  stated  that  environmental 
health  impact  statements  about  Rynex  are  based  on  Denmark's  estimated  formulation. 
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•  Light  Green  Rating  of  the  Assessment--C02  Cleaning  Technology.  Ms.  Dhuilipala  stated  that 
C02  cleaning  technology  utilizes  liquefied  C02to  complete  the  cleaning  action.  Based  on  limited 
research,  there  is  no  health  or  environmental  primary  impacts  to  be  concerned  with  at  this  time.  As 
more  information  becomes  available,  the  rating  may  change.  The  challenge  is  that  it  is  not 
commercially  available  in  the  United  States,  and  there  are  very  few  cleaners  that  are  currently  using 
it.  The  C02  cleaning  machine  is  expensive — costs  are  anywhere  from  over  $100,000  to  $200,000  a 
piece. 

•  Dark  Green  Rating  of  the  Assessment-Professional  Wet  Cleaning.  Ms.  Dhulipala  introduced 
Mr.  Karl  Huie,  a  professional  wet  cleaner  in  San  Francisco,  to  further  explain  how  the  process 
works.  Ms.  Dhulipala  stated  that  wet  cleaning  works  only  with  water  and  detergent  and  is  a  more 
sophisticated  laundry  system  than  one  would  have  in  their  home.  There  is  a  wet  cleaning  machine 
followed  by  a  drying  machine  and  then  tensioning  equipment  to  stretch  the  garment  back  to  its 
original  shape. 

Ms.  Dhulipala  stated  that  the  next  step  was  to  provide  outreach  to  cleaners  about  these  findings.  Most 
cleaners  in  San  Francisco  belong  to  the  Chinese  or  Korean  Dry  Cleaners  Association  and  their  primary 
language  is  Korean  and  Chinese.  The  assessment  sheet  was  translated  into  these  two  languages  and 
distributed  to  all  cleaners  in  San  Francisco.  A  successful  public  workshop  was  conducted  in  August  to 
present  this  information  to  over  90  cleaners  who  were  in  attendance.  Also  in  attendance  were  the 
Health  and  Fire  Departments  who  were  available  to  answer  questions  about  regulations;  manufacturers 
and  distributors  of  greener  technologies;  and  banks  to  discuss  loan  packages  for  greener  alternatives. 
Additional  outreach  included  (1)  door  to  door  multilingual  outreach;  (2)  hiring  of  a  community  outreach 
group  that  was  fluent  in  Korean,  Mandarin,  and  Cantonese  who  was  also  invited  to  the  workshop;  and 
(3)  organizing  wet  cleaning  demonstrations  with  Ms.  Saveri's  team  to  go  to  the  cleaner  to  see  how  the 
technology/equipment  works. 

Ms.  Dhulipala  stated  that  the  next  strategy  was  to  provide  financial  incentives.  A  wet  cleaning  machine 
is  cost  comparable  to  perchloroethylene  or  hydrocarbon  machines.  The  cost  of  a  wet  cleaning  machine 
is  between  $40,000  -  70,000,  depending  on  whether  it  is  a  high-end  machine  or  not.  However,  cost  is 
not  the  only  factor  because  cleaners  are  more  familiar  with  perchloroethylene  and  hydrocarbon 
machines.  The  California  Air  Resources  Board  (CARB)  has  offered  a  grant  program  since  2004  to 
incentivize  the  adoption  of  greener  technologies,  e.g.,  professional  wet  cleaning--$1 0,000  to  each 
cleaner  making  the  switch.  In  addition,  the  state  operates  demonstration  programs  through  Ms. 
Saveri's  group,  so  if  a  cleaner  is  willing  to  serve  as  a  demonstration  site,  there  is  an  additional  $5000 
grant  available.  City  funds  are  being  dedicated  to  re-launch  a  grant  program  to  give  $5000  to  the  first 
four  cleaners  willing  to  switch  to  the  new  technology.  In  addition,  it  is  hoped  that  the  Air  Quality 
Management  District  is  able  to  set  aside  funds  to  make  this  prospect  attractive  to  cleaners.  At  this  time, 
a  San  Francisco  cleaner  can  take  advantage  of  up  to  $20,000  in  rebates  to  make  the  switch  happen. 
Ms.  Saveri  stated  that  PG&E  has  started  a  rebate  program  because  there  is  major  energy  savings  by 
switching  to  wet  cleaning.  Mr.  Huie  explained  that  PG&E  evaluates  the  energy  usage  and  then  issues 
a  rebate  according  to  what  they  think  the  energy  savings  are. 

Ms.  Dhulipala  stated  that  the  next  strategy  was  to  increase  awareness  about  wet  cleaning  and  C02 
cleaning  and  marketing  and  promoting  the  cleaners  that  use  eco-friendly  technologies.  The  City  Green 
Business  program  in  the  past  three  or  four  months  has  developed  green  business  standards  for 
cleaners  and  hopes  to  recognize  Mr.  Huie  and  only  one  other  wet  cleaner  in  San  Francisco  as  green 
businesses.  It  is  hoped  that  there  will  be  a  media  event  held  to  increase  awareness.  The  wet  cleaners 
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are  located  in  Pacific  Heights  and  the  Presidio  Cleaner  has  two  shops,  one  in  the  Presidio  and  the 
other  at  the  old  Tower  Records  location  on  Columbus  Avenue. 

Ms.  Dhulipala  stated  that  any  outreach  strategy  would  be  incomplete  without  thinking  of  the  consumer 
because  consumers  are  the  ones  that  patronize  these  businesses.  It  is  hoped  that  consumers  will  ask 
the  cleaners  to  switch  to  greener  technologies.  The  Department  has  a  garment  cleaning  page  on  their 
website  that  contains  information  on  this  issue,  and  there  are  video  clips  that  discuss  how  it  works.  In 
addition,  a  consumer  action  card  will  be  available  for  consumers  to  drop  off  at  their  local  dry  cleaner. 
There  was  also  a  front  page  article  featured  in  the  September  Chronicle  about  San  Francisco's  efforts 
surrounding  dry  cleaning. 

Ms.  Gabrielle  Saveri,  Senior  Policy  and  Public  Administrative  Analyst  at  UCLA's  new  sustainable 
technology  and  policy  program  stated  that  her  group  is  involved  in  promoting  the  evaluation  and  use  of 
environmentally  benign  technologies  in  a  number  of  areas,  including  garment  care.  A  summary  of  the 
demonstration  programs,  available  funding  in  California  and  policy  options  was  provided.  Ms.  Saveri 
stated  that  her  group  initiated  the  environmental  garment  care  program  in  California  in  1995.  Work 
involves  providing  funding  for  new  and  existing  wet  cleaning  and  C02  shops  throughout  California  and 
holding  demonstration  programs.  Demonstration  sites  are  used  as  places  to  do  workshops  and 
individual  tours  to  educate  cleaners  about  environmentally-friendly  garment  care  technologies.  Ms. 
Zimmerman  stated  that  she  is  contacting  cleaners  in  San  Francisco,  and  Ms.  Saveri  is  helping  set  up 
demonstration  sites,  and  Mr.  Huie's  cleaners  is  one  of  the  demonstration  sites.  Ms.  Saveri  stated  that 
when  the  program  started  in  1995,  there  were  no  wet  cleaners  in  California.  The  first  large-scale 
program  was  launched  in  Los  Angeles  in  2000,  and  by  2005  there  were  30  wet  cleaners  in  the  Los 
Angeles  area. 

Ms.  Saveri  stated  that  in  1995,  discussions  began  with  the  Department  of  the  Environment,  as  well  as 
other  Bay  Area  agencies,  the  City  of  Oakland,  and  PG&E  to  develop  a  Bay  Area  program.  At  that  time, 
there  were  no  wet  cleaners  in  the  Bay  Area.  The  first  wet  cleaner  was  up  and  running  in  2005,  and  in 
the  last  three  years  they  were  able  to  significantly  extend  the  program  to  over  33  dedicated  wet 
cleaners  and  2  C02  cleaners  in  Northern  California.  Statewide,  there  are  currently  140  dedicated  wet 
cleaners  and  10  C02  cleaners.  In  1997,  Ms.  Saveri's  group  also  helped  develop  the  ABAG  program  for 
green  business  certification.  Work  was  also  accomplished  with  wet  cleaners  and  C02  cleaners  in  Marin, 
Alameda,  Contra  Costa,  Sonoma  and  San  Mateo  counties  to  help  them  obtain  their  green  business 
certification.  A  number  of  cleaners  who  received  their  green  business  certification  have  asked  why 
cleaners  who  don't  use  wet  cleaning  or  C02  technologies  are  allowed  to  list  themselves  as  organic  and 
eco-friendly.  The  Attorney  General's  Office  was  contacted  about  this  question  because  of  false 
advertising.  Ms.  Saveri  stated  that  she  supports  the  ordinance  the  Department  is  considering  about 
truth  in  advertising  and  recommended  development  of  a  model  ordinance  that  cities  and  counties  could 
potentially  adopt  that  would  require  the  use  of  environmentally  benign  technologies  in  garment  care. 

Mr.  Karl  Huie  discussed  the  process  of  switching  to  wet  cleaning.  He  stated  that  dry  cleaning  is 
cleaning  with  solvents  for  fabrics  such  as  wools,  silks,  and  cashmeres  in  comparison  to  wet  cleaning 
which  utilizes  a  water-based  solution.  The  challenge  is  relearning  the  techniques  already  learned  with 
solvents  because  it  is  an  opposite  technology.  Solvents  are  popular  because  there  is  no  moisture,  and 
without  moisture,  you  are  limiting  the  shrinkage.  When  using  water-based  technologies,  you  are 
exposing  yourself  to  shrinkage.  There  is  a  complete  re-learning  and  re-education  process  to  go 
through  about  textiles  and  colors.  Switching  to  another  solvent  cleaning  machine  does  not  require 
much  of  a  learning  curve  other  than  learning  a  new  machine  and  an  alternative  technique.  The  biggest 
challenge  facing  anyone  making  a  switch  is  opening  your  mind  and  allowing  yourself  to  relearn 
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something  that  you  have  spent  a  life  time  already  doing.  Mr.  Huie  stated  that  historically,  people  have 
been  using  wet  cleaning  for  thousands  for  years,  but  modern  society  has  forgotten  that  this  was  the 
process.  The  difference  is  that  the  wet  cleaning  process  is  being  brought  back  for  cleaning  garments  in 
volume. 

Mr.  Huie  stated  that  all  of  the  solutions  used  in  wet  cleaning  are  disposed  of  down  the  drain  and 
processed  by  waste  management  districts.  There  are  no  disposal  regulations  required  for  hauling  it 
away.  He  discussed  his  reasons  for  switching  to  wet  cleaning  which  consisted  of  health  reasons  and 
previous  family  health  experience  with  illness.  He  stated  that  it  is  a  matter  of  time  when  the  technology 
is  successful  enough  and  will  be  accepted  throughout  the  industry.  Mr.  Huie  stated  that  when  he  first 
started  in  the  industry,  he  had  his  concerns  about  cleaning  with  solvents,  but  did  not  think  there  was  an 
alternative  method.  He  switched  to  wet  cleaning  about  2  %  years  ago,  and  his  business  increased 
about  15%  in  the  beginning  of  the  recession,  and  this  last  year  it  increased  3%.  His  business  is  doing 
very  well  as  new  customers  are  coming  in  looking  for  green  alternatives.  He  has  two  locations,  one  in 
San  Francisco  and  the  other  in  Sausalito.  The  two  stores  have  about  100,000  pounds  of  cleaning  a 
year,  equating  to  about  100,000  garments  a  year,  averaging  a  pound  a  garment. 

Director  Blumenfeld  asked  Mr.  Huie  how  other  cleaners  reacted  to  his  switch  to  wet  cleaning.  Mr.  Huie 
stated  that  some  are  closed-minded  about  change,  are  slightly  resentful,  curious,  hesitant,  and  nobody 
is  rushing  to  make  a  switch.  Commissioner  Gravanis  inquired  about  the  process  to  prevent  shrinkage. 
Mr.  Huie  stated  that  shrinkage  is  caused  by  moisture,  heat  and  agitation.  When  you  remove  one  of 
these  three  elements,  you  highly  remove  shrinkage.  After  you  clean  and  dry,  there  is  a  third  step  of  the 
tensioning  machine,  which  is  like  a  form  mannequin  that  stretches  and  blocks  the  garment  back  to 
shape.  He  stated  that  there  is  only  one  fabric  that  wet  cleaning  can't  handle,  and  that  is  a  true  velvet. 
There  are  some  processes  that  wet  cleaning  has  trouble  with;  e.g.,  if  there  is  a  water  soluble  finish,  it 
will  come  off  in  the  cleaning  process.  When  wet  cleaning  becomes  more  popular,  manufacturers  will 
redesign  garments  accordingly;  e.g.,  there  are  currently  washable  products  such  as  washable  silk  shirts 
on  the  market.  Mr.  Huie  explained  that  there  are  products  that  solvents  can't  be  used  for  either,  such 
as  sequins  and  beading.  He  stated  that  it  is  a  matter  of  learning  techniques  and  what  you  can  and 
can't  do  and  how  to  handle  the  particular  situation.  Previous  challenges  were  on  how  to  work  with 
beading  and  sequins,  and  now  there  are  different  challenges  being  learned. 

Ms.  Raphael  discussed  current  policy  options.  She  stated  that  the  Air  Resources  Board  has  said  that 
perchloroethylene  is  illegal,  but  that  all  other  options  are  legal.  Work  is  being  done  to  try  to  influence 
people  to  use  preferred  methods  through  incentives,  facts,  and  restrictions  so  they  can  make  educated 
decisions;  e.g.,  through  the  alternatives  assessment.  Consideration  is  being  given  to  creating 
mandates  to  promote  truth  in  advertising  and  developing  regulations  in  San  Francisco  so  that  only 
cleaners  using  one  of  the  specified  green  technologies  can  use  "green"  advertising.  The  City  Attorney 
has  been  asked  to  work  on  a  truth  in  advertising  mandate,  but  it  is  a  complicated  field  when  the  Federal 
Trade  Commission  (FTC)  owns  a  lot  of  the  trade  wording  and  there  is  a  question  of  what  can  be  done 
to  change  a  company  name  that  implies  a  "green"  product.  The  Department  is  currently  investigating 
the  type  of  regulation  to  pursue. 

Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  offering  incentives  is  the  current  approach;  however,  one  of  the  barriers  is  to 
lower  the  cost  of  wet  cleaning.  Cleaners  will  all  have  to  change,  and  by  the  end  of  this  year,  40  out  of 
54  cleaners  will  have  to  tell  the  Air  Quality  Management  District  what  technology  they  are  going  to 
switch  to.  Each  one  of  those  40  will  have  to  invest  in  new  equipment,  whether  hydrocarbon  or  wet 
cleaning.  The  challenge  is  getting  the  attention  of  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District 
(BAAQMD)  to  recommend  the  greener  technologies.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  she,  Director  Blumenfed, 
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and  Ms.  Dhulipala  met  with  the  Chair  of  the  Department  who  was  supportive,  but  no  action  has  been 
taken  since  that  time.  Ms.  Raphael  asked  the  Commission  to  write  a  letter  to  the  BAAQMD  Chair  and 
Board  Members  because  on  December  2  there  is  going  to  be  a  hearing  to  discuss  accelerating  the 
phase  out.  The  concern  about  accelerating  the  phase  out  too  fast  is  that  time  is  needed  to  work  with 
cleaners  to  choose  the  right  technology.  One  option  that  hasn't  been  considered  is  to  offer  additional 
time  for  those  cleaners  that  promise  to  switch  to  wet  cleaning.  That  way  training  can  be  administered 
before  the  switch  is  made  and  there  is  no  steep  learning  curve.  BAAQMD  says  they  need  to  be 
technology  neutral,  and  the  point  the  Department  is  trying  to  make  to  them  is  that  if  they  are  interested 
in  decreasing  toxicity  as  an  outcome,  our  data  is  clear  that  there  is  only  one  technology  option  that 
does  that. 

Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  another  challenge  that  the  Commission  can  assist  with  is  to  engage  the  Non 
Governmental  Organizations  (NGO)  community.  It  was  explained  that  the  Department  has  not  found  a 
non-profit  organization  interested  in  this  subject  matter.  When  it  comes  to  promoting  wet  cleaning  and 
engaging  the  community,  NGO's  are  usually  better  than  government.  The  NGO  community  was 
engaged  in  Southern  California,  and  many  benefits  were  seen.  In  addition,  there  is  a  strong  coalition 
for  clean  air  in  Southern  California,  which  San  Francisco  does  not  have. 

Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  another  barrier  is  the  labels  on  clothing  that  specify  dry  cleaning  only.  It  was 
recommended  that  these  labels  be  changed  to  say  professional  garment  cleaning,  which  is  technology 
neutral.  She  asked  the  Commission  for  recommendations  on  how  to  reach  clothing  manufacturers  with 
this  request.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  many  environmentalists  do  not  buy  garments  that 
need  to  be  dry  cleaned  for  other  reasons;  e.g.  labor  issues,  issues  surrounding  silk  and  mulberry  trees, 
etc.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  there  is  also  an  environmental  justice  aspect  associated  with  the  health  of 
the  person  working  with  the  solvents,  especially  those  who  are  exposed  on  a  daily  basis. 

Director  Blumenfeld  inquired  whether  San  Francisco  has  the  authority  to  tell  people  in  San  Francisco 
what  type  of  chemicals  they  can  or  cannot  use  in  the  city.  Ms.  Saveri  stated  that  the  UCLA  law  schools 
are  researching  this  question,  and  there  are  progressive  counties  that  are  doing  work  in  this  area,  e.g., 
Marin  County.  Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  the  name  of  the  manufacturers  of  wet  cleaning 
machines.  Ms.  Saveri  stated  that  there  is  a  United  States  manufacturer,  Maytag,  and  a  German 
manufacturer,  Miele. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  staff  to  assist  in  writing  a  letter  to  the  BAAQMD  for  the  Commission  to 
consider  and  stated  that  working  with  NGO's  can  be  done  offline.  Commissioner  Martin  recommended 
that  there  be  education  and  outreach  directed  toward  clothing  manufacturers  to  change  their  labeling 
and  until  that  is  done,  which  may  be  a  year  long  process,  there  are  interesting  things  that  can  be  done 
around  fashion  shows  to  get  the  word  out  and  be  creative.  She  stated  that  it  would  be  more  meaningful 
in  the  short  term  to  do  an  educational  campaign  to  consumers  that  dry  cleaning  equals  wet  cleaning. 
Ms.  Saveri  stated  that  her  group  is  meeting  with  manufacturers  to  discuss  labeling,  and  is  working  with 
the  FTC  on  a  much  bigger  scale.  Commissioner  Martin  inquired  what  the  right  scale  might  be  to  work 
on  this  effort  from  a  City  department  perspective  and  encouraged  working  toward  engaging  other 
organizations  that  are  working  on  a  national  or  global  level  for  better  leverage. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  where  C02  cleaning  was  being  used.  Ms.  Saveri  stated  that  C02 
cleaning  was  being  utilized  in  ten  plants,  mostly  in  Southern  California  and  two  in  Northern  California, 
e.g.  Los  Altos  and  Union  City.  She  stated  that  there  is  transition  within  that  industry,  and  there  is  an 
availability  issue  for  the  technology. 
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Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  there  are  other  Bay  Area  cleaners  that  do  pickups  in  San  Francisco 
and  asked  whether  the  truth  in  advertising  would  apply  to  them  also.  Ms.  Dhulipala  stated  that  she  is 
investigating  whether  it  would  apply  to  any  dry  cleaning  service  advertising  in  San  Francisco.  The  City 
grants  program  of  $5000  would  apply  to  San  Francisco  cleaners  only.  Ms.  Dhulipala  stated  that 
informational  items  may  also  be  city-specific  because  it  has  been  worked  on  with  local  health  and  fire 
departments.  Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  other  applicable  information  could  be  made  transferable  to 
other  cities  that  were  interested  in  the  information,  which  Ms.  Dhulipala  confirmed  was  the  case.  Ms. 
Dhulipala  stated  that  research  is  being  shared  at  conferences  and  with  other  government  officials. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  the  length  of  time  that  it  would  take  to  be  educated  on  new 
technologies.  Mr.  Huie  explained  that  it  would  depend  on  personal  issues  surrounding  the  willingness  to 
convert  to  new  methods.  He  stated  that  achieving  a  basic  understanding  might  take  approximately  a 
month  and  then  the  comfort  level  would  evolve  from  there.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  there 
may  be  an  increased  comfort  level  if  the  other  equipment  was  there  as  a  backup.  Mr.  Huie  stated  that 
some  people  do  not  have  the  luxury  or  space  to  have  both  on  site.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that 
there  could  be  one  facility  that  handles  clothing  that  the  other  can't  handle.  Ms.  Saveri  stated  that 
cleaners  in  the  East  Bay  had  made  the  switch  and  it  took  only  a  few  days,  so  it  may  not  be  hard  to  do  if 
you  know  the  cleaning  business.  Ms.  Dhulipala  stated  that  there  could  be  consultation  with  other  wet 
cleaners  on  how  to  use  the  machine  or  have  as  a  backup  to  bring  the  cleaning  to. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  water  usage  and  conservation.  Mr.  Huie  stated  that  his  Miele 
machine  is  a  40  pound  machine,  has  the  capacity  to  do  30  pounds  of  wet  cleaning,  and  uses  about  29 
gallons  of  water  per  load.  Thirty  pounds  of  wet  cleaning  equals  approximately  30  garments.  It  is  like  a 
front  load  washing  machine — there  is  not  a  significant  diversion  of  water.  Ms.  Saveri  stated  that  the 
perchloroethylene  machine  also  uses  water  for  cooling.  Commissioner  Martin  asked  whether  there  are 
any  net  savings  in  water  use.  It  was  explained  that  in  some  cases  there  are  net  savings  and  in  some 
cases  there  is  more  water  use.  Ms.  Dhulipala  stated  that  a  study  has  not  been  done  in  San  Francisco, 
and  limited  studies  in  Southern  California  report  mixed  results  on  increase  and  decrease  in  water 
usage.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  it  would  be  interesting  to  communicate  to  the  public  about  the 
hidden  water  cost  in  current  dry  cleaning  methods. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  whether  the  water  can  be  reused  in  the  wet  cleaning  method.  Mr.  Huie 
stated  that  water  can  probably  be  reclaimed  but  it  would  have  to  be  filtered  to  remove  dirt  and  bacteria. 
Ms.  Saveri  stated  that  her  group  would  be  researching  this  possibility.  Ms.  Dhulipala  stated  that  the 
Health  Department  is  concerned  with  reclamation  and  resulting  contamination  issues.  Commissioner 
Martin  inquired  about  waste  water  treatment  issues  and  wet  cleaning.  Ms.  Dhulipala  stated  that  there 
has  been  a  small  amount  of  work  done  to  study  the  chemistry  of  the  detergent,  and  it  appears  to  be 
safer  than  the  hydrocarbon  solvents  and  perchloroethylene.  In  addition,  a  list  of  preferable  spotting 
chemicals  would  be  submitted  to  dry  cleaners.  Commissioner  Martin  asked  whether  wet  cleaning 
detergent  is  biodegradable.  Ms.  Dhulipala  stated  that  she  has  asked  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  to 
help  conduct  wastewater  monitoring,  but  there  are  not  enough  wet  cleaners  at  this  time  to  obtain 
enough  data.  Ms.  Saveri  stated  that  she  believes  that  it  is  biodegradable  based  on  information  from 
wet  cleaners  she  deals  with.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  it  is  critical  that  the  process  be  done  the 
right  away  and  that  manufacturing  companies  uphold  high  standards. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  she  would  like  to  write  a  letter  to  BAAQMD  with  staff  input.  In 
regards  to  the  truth  in  advertising,  she  hopes  that  the  City  Attorney's  office  continues  to  pursue  it.  Truth 
in  advertising  seems  to  also  be  a  role  for  the  non-profit  world  to  be  involved  in  addition  to  consumer 
facing  articles.  Environmental  organizations  could  help  advocate  and  spread  the  word  about  the  need 
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for  people  to  be  more  aware  of  what  they  are  being  told,  but  before  that  can  happen,  environmentalists 
need  to  be  aware.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  she  has  not  seen  articles  in  environmental 
publications  or  online  newspapers.  She  recommended  that  staff  add  a  carbon  footprint  column  to  the 
chart.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  all  of  the  information  on  the  assessment  chart  would  be 
valuable  for  NGO's  to  work  with.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  groups  such  as  San  Francisco 
Tomorrow  could  be  asked  to  advocate  this  issue  and  asked  to  include  a  link  on  their  website  to 
Department  information  for  details.  She  recommended  that  a  slogan  such  as  "wet  is  the  new  dry"  be 
used  or  other  slogans  thought  of  to  get  people  to  start  thinking  about  the  process.  Commissioner 
Martin  recommended  highlighting  that  dry  cleaning  is  wet  with  petrochemicals. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  recommended  that  work  on  clothing  label  changes  should  be  done  on  an 
international  level.  Ms.  Saveri  stated  that  they  are  working  on  this  effort.  Ms.  Zimmerman 
recommended  writing  a  letter  of  support.  Ms.  Dhulipala  stated  that  Gap  may  be  interested  in 
pressuring  the  manufacturers  to  change  garment  care  labels.  Commissioner  Martin  suggested  issuing 
a  message  about  reducing  the  use  of  dry  cleaning  altogether.  Ms.  Saveri  stated  that  manufacturers  are 
trying  to  get  rid  of  clothes  that  need  to  be  dry  cleaned.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  a  message 
could  be  issued  to  consumers  to  not  purchase  clothing  that  has  to  be  dry-cleaned.  She  recommended 
issuing  a  policy  statement  that  we  should  first  reduce. 

Mr.  Huie  reported  that  most  business  comes  from  washing  as  opposed  to  dry  cleaning.  He  explained 
that  many  of  the  garments  that  he  receives  for  dry  cleaning  are  washable — from  100,000  pounds  of 
clothing  received  for  dry  cleaning,  30,000-40,000  are  dry  clean  only  and  the  others  are  because 
customers  don't  want  to  see  shrinkage  or  color  fading.  Mr.  Huie  explained  that  there  is  not  a  big 
difference  in  the  soaps  used  in  wet  cleaning  and  regular  washing. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  recommended  that  a  letter  be  written  to  BAAQMD  and  also  to  clothing 
manufacturers  regarding  labeling.  She  also  recommended  that  staff  do  the  required  outreach  to 
consumers,  request  the  assistance  of  environmental  groups  in  this  effort,  and  provide  them  with  a 
message  to  put  forward  to  consumers. 

5.  Director's  Updates.  Speaker:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion).  This 
agenda  item  was  not  heard  at  this  time. 

6.  Announcements.  (Discussion)  Commissioner  Gravanis  announced  that  the  outreach  letter  to 
environmental  organizations  had  been  sent  out  by  Ms.  Walsh  of  the  Department's  Outreach  team. 
Responses  should  be  received  within  a  week  or  two,  and  should  be  agendized  for  a  future  Policy 
Committee  meeting  to  decide  what  actions  to  take  in  the  future.  Commissioner  Gravanis  also 
announced  that  the  BCDC  Design  Review  Board  is  meeting  tonight,  and  one  of  the  topics  of  discussion 
is  Treasure  Island  and  Yerba  Buena  Island.  She  indicated  that  she  would  like  to  attend  the  meeting  to 
issue  a  sustainability  reminder. 

7.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion)  Commissioner  Martin  requested  that  staff  provide 
a  report  on  whether  there  are  local  regulations  concerning  the  use  of  monosodium  glutamate  (MSG) 
and  discussed  the  use  of  MSG  in  local  canned  products.  Ms.  Dhulipala  stated  that  she  would  contact 
the  Health  Department  and  issue  a  report.  Commissioner  Gravanis  asked  for  information  regarding  the 
harvesting,  source,  processing,  and  transporting  of  this  product.  Additional  future  agenda  topics 
requested  included  (1)  Hunters  Point  Shipyard,  Candlestick  Point;  (2)  status  of  the  Urban  Forest  Plan; 
(3)  Congestion  Management  Pricing;  (4)  International  Dark  Skies — LED  blue  light  effect  on  birds;  and 
(5)  update  on  pharmaceuticals  for  the  December  14  meeting.  Commissioner  Gravanis  recommended 
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that  the  full  Commission  discuss  retreat  planning,  receive  an  update  on  the  public's  response  to  the 
Mandatory  Recycling  and  Composting  Ordinance,  and  hold  a  future  discussion  on  climate  change  and 
sea  level  rise.  Ms.  Fish  reported  that  a  representative  from  the  Municipal  Transportation  Agency  had 
issued  a  request  for  a  future  discussion  on  their  Climate  Action  Plan  and  Sustainability  Strategy.  . 

8.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  Ms.  Victoria  Schlesigner,  free  lance  reporter, 
Public  Press,  introduced  herself  and  stated  that  she  was  in  attendance  to  learn  about  Commission 
activities. 

9.  Adjournment.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  adjourned  at  6:42  p.m. 
Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary,  TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission's  office,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between 
the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  meeting. asp?id=61 005,  (3) 
by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item  above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355- 
3709  or  via  e-mail  at  Monica. Fish(5)sfqov. org  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting. 


*Approved: 


SF  Environment 

Our  home.  Our  city.  Our  planet. 


GAVIN  NEWSOM 
Mayor 


JARED  BLUMENFELD 
Director 
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COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Jane 
MarieFrancis  Martin 

ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 


1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  convened  at  5:10  p.m.  Present:  Vice- 
Chair  Gravanis  and  Commissioner  Martin;  Excused:  Chair  Wald. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  October  26,  2009  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting.  (Discussion  and 
Action)  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Martin  and  second  by  Commissioner  Gravanis,  the  October  26, 
2009  Draft  Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  without  objection  (AYES:  Commissioners  Gravanis  and 
Martin;  Absent:  Commissioner  Wald)  (Explanatory  Document:  October  26,  2009  Approved  Minutes 
http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  paqe.asp?id=113392) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

4.  Discussion  of  Efforts  to  Evaluate  Alternatives  to  Traditional  Dry  Cleaning  Solvents  and 
Promotion  of  Wet  Cleaning  Technologies.  (Informational  Presentation  and  Discussion)  Sponsor: 
Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director;  Staff  Presenters:  Debbie  Raphael,  Toxics  Reduction  Program 
Manager,  Sushma  Dhulipala,  Commercial  Toxics  Reduction  Coordinator  (20  minutes);  Anna 
Zimmermann,  Commercial  Toxics  Associate  (5  minutes);  Speakers:  Gabrielle  Saveri,  UCLA 
Sustainable  Technology  Policy  Program/California  Wet  Cleaning  Demonstration  Program  (5  minutes) 
and  Mr.  Karl  Huie,  Wet  Cleaners  Owner 


(Explanatory  Documents:  Greening  the  Dry  Cleaning  Sector  Presentation  (PDF) 

http://sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2009/DryCleaninqpres.pdf  and  Comparison  of 

Hazards,  Regulatory  Concerns,  and  Costs  for  Alternative  Dry  Cleaning  Technologies  (PDF) 

http://sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2009/ComparisonHazardsRequlatoryConcernsCostsforDrv 
CleaningTechnoloqoiesd  ).pdf) 
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Director  Blumenfeld  reported  that  the  Department  of  the  Environment  (Department)  has  been 
researching  and  working  on  this  issue  for  approximately  three  years.  There  has  been  groundbreaking 
research  led  by  people  in  the  field,  and  there  are  cleaners  that  have  already  converted  to  wet  cleaning 
technologies,  but  the  regulations  are  behind  where  the  action  is.  Work  is  being  done  to  speed  up  the 
effort  for  cleaner  and  safer  alternatives  to  perchloroethylene  and  hydrocarbons.  Ms.  Sushma  Dhulipala 
stated  that  she  would  be  discussing  strategies  taken  to  promote  more  eco-  friendly  cleaning  and 
introduced  Ms.  Anna  Zimmermann,  who  would  be  providing  background  on  current  efforts.  Ms. 
Raphael  would  be  discussing  policy  options  and  where  help  is  needed  from  the  Commission. 

Ms.  Zimmermann  reported  that  she  joined  the  Department  a  few  months  ago  and  is  working  with  the 
Toxics  Reduction  team.  The  team  became  interested  in  dry  cleaning  a  few  years  ago  after  realizing  that 
one  of  the  chemicals  used  in  dry  cleaning,  perchloroethylene,  is  among  the  most  toxic  chemicals  used 
within  the  limits  of  San  Francisco.  It  was  explained  that  dry  cleaning  is  unique  among  polluting 
industries  because  dry  cleaning  shops  are  located  within  residential  communities  where  people  live  and 
buy  food  as  opposed  to  the  outskirts  of  the  city.  In  the  state  of  California,  there  are  over  5000  dry 
cleaning  shops.  In  San  Francisco,  there  are  over  300  shops,  but  not  all  of  these  shops  necessarily 
have  machines  on  site.  There  are  about  120  shops  in  San  Francisco  that  do  have  machines  on  site 
and  are  actually  doing  the  cleaning.  The  other  shops  are  agencies  where  people  can  bring  their  clothes 
and  drop  them  off. 

Ms.  Zimmermann  discussed  the  different  technologies  used  in  dry  cleaning  (see  page  2  of  the 
presentation).  The  most  popular  technology,  perchloroethylene,  is  quite  toxic,  so  its  use  is  regulated  by 
a  number  of  government  agencies.  The  second  most  popular  is  the  use  of  hydrocarbon  solvents  which 
also  has  human  health  and  environmental  hazards.  Wet  cleaning  is  the  technology  that  the  Department 
is  promoting.  Ms.  Zimmermann  stated  that  dry  cleaning  shops  in  San  Francisco  are  generally  small, 
independently  owned,  mostly  owned  and  operated  by  immigrant  populations  so  outreach  efforts  have  to 
be  multilingual.  A  lot  of  people  don't  understand  what  dry  cleaning  is-the  name  implies  that  it  is  dry, 
but  it  is  in  fact  not  dry — clothes  are  actually  immersed  in  a  liquid  chemical  solvent. 

Ms.  Zimmerman  explained  that  a  lot  of  different  solvents  have  been  used  over  the  years.  In  the  1800's, 
cleaning  with  white  gasoline  or  kerosene  was  effective  to  remove  stains,  but  it  was  problematic 
because  it  was  flammable.  A  switch  was  made  to  another  petroleum-based  solvent,  Stoddard,  which 
was  also  flammable.  In  the  1950's-1970's,  perchloroethylene  became  popular  and  is  now  used  by  a 
majority  of  cleaners  in  the  United  States.  While  perchloroethylene  is  not  flammable,  it  does  have 
environmental  and  health  impacts.  It  has  been  on  the  California  Proposition  65  list  of  carcinogens  for 
the  last  two  decades,  and  there  is  science  that  shows  other  occupational  health  hazards  (see  page  4  of 
the  presentation).  As  a  result,  perchloroethylene  is  regulated  by  the  Air  Quality  Management  District 
and  other  government  entities.  Perchloroethylene  is  also  an  environmental  contaminant.  It  is  such  a 
powerful  chemical  that  it  can  seep  through  concrete  and  go  through  floorboards.  It  has  been  found  in 
elevated  levels  in  apartments  above  perchloroethylene  dry  cleaning  shops  and  affects  residents  that 
live  nearby.  It  also  has  been  found  in  high  levels  in  soil  and  ground  water  surrounding  dry  cleaning 
shops.  The  United  States  Environmental  Protection  Agency  did  a  study  and  estimated  that  over  75%  of 
the  dry  cleaning  shops  are  contaminated,  and  determined  that  this  chemical  should  be  regulated  and  is 
something  that  we  want  to  minimize  exposure  to  in  San  Francisco. 

Ms.  Zimmerman  stated  that  the  use  of  perchloroethylene  is  regulated  by  the  California  Air  Resources 
Board  and  on  a  local  level  by  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  (BAAQMD).  In  2007,  the 
California  Air  Resources  Board  decided  that  they  wanted  to  find  a  way  to  limit  exposure  of  people, 
residents,  and  workers  to  perchloroethylene  so  they  passed  a  law  that  said  that  the  use  of 
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perchloroethylene  would  be  totally  phased  out  by  the  year  2023  in  the  state  of  California.  California  is 
the  first  state  to  pass  a  law  to  eliminate  the  use  of  perchloroethylene  in  dry  cleaning,  starting  with  co- 
residential  shops  that  share  a  wall  or  a  ceiling  with  where  people  are  living.  That  regulation  goes  into 
effect  in  July  of  next  year  so  all  San  Francisco  cleaners  that  are  located  in  co-residential  locations  will 
have  to  stop  operating  their  perchloroethylene  machines  and  switch  to  alternatives.  That  is  why  the 
Department  got  involved  in  researching  alternatives.  This  regulation  takes  into  consideration  the  age  of 
the  perchloroethylene  machine  and  requires  the  phase-out  of  machines  that  are  15  years  or  older. 
From  next  year  until  2023,  cleaners  will  need  to  switch  to  perchloroethylene  alternatives. 

San  Francisco  has  120  shops,  approximately  half  (54)  of  which  use  perchloroethylene.  Given  the 
current  regulation  by  the  state,  40  of  them  will  have  to  switch  out  their  machine  by  July  of  next  year.  It 
is  a  key  time  for  the  Department  to  work  with  the  dry  cleaning  community  to  educate  them  about  the 
available  alternatives.  The  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  also  has  pending  legislation  that 
would  accelerate  the  phase-out  of  perchloroethylene,  so  dry  cleaners  that  have  machines  that  are 
newer  and  have  not  reached  15  years  of  age  would  be  phased  out.  Three  different  options  are  being 
considered  under  this  proposal  -  phase-out  of  machines  12  years  or  older,  10  years  or  older  and  8- 
years  or  older.  Adoption  of  the  first  option  (phase-out  of  machines  12  years  or  older)  would  affect  44 
cleaners,  so  an  additional  4  cleaners  would  have  to  phase  out  their  machines  that  were  made  after 
1998  by  July  of  next  year.  If  the  most  aggressive  (phase-out  of  machines  8  years  or  older)  option  is 
implemented,  then  all  53  of  the  54  of  perchloroethylene  cleaners  would  have  to  switch  machines  by 
July  of  next  year.  Under  the  current  regulations,  40  of  the  54  facilities  (70%)  would  have  to  switch.  So 
there  are  at  least  40,  probably  50-55  cleaners  in  the  market  for  new  machines  and  alternatives. 

Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  BAAQMD  will  be  making  a  decision  on  the  perchloroethylene  legislation  next 
month.  One  of  the  unintended  consequences  of  passing  this  legislation  is  that  many  of  the  alternatives 
to  perchloroethylene  that  are  being  marketed  as  green  or  environmentally  friendly  cause  their  own 
environmental  and  health  hazards.  One  of  the  products  being  marketed  as  green  is  called 
"GreenEarth."  As  its  name  implies,  you  would  think  that  it  is  an  eco-friendly  safe  solvent  that  is  used, 
but  that  may  not  be  the  case.  Signs  advertising  "environmentally  friendly,  organic  eco-friendly  dry 
cleaning,  safe  for  use,  non-toxic"  have  been  found  in  front  of  dry  cleaning  shops,  and  it  is  clear  that 
more  research  is  needed  to  understand  this  issue.  These  solvents  are  made  by  organizations  such  as 
Chevron,  Shell,  and  Exxon  Mobil. 

Ms.  Dhulipala  discussed  challenges  faced  in  working  with  the  dry  cleaning  industry,  recent  strategies, 
and  next  steps  on  how  to  move  forward  in  establishing  more  green  alternatives  in  San  Francisco.  Ms. 
Dhuilipala  presented  findings  from  comparisons  of  dry  cleaning  solvents  (Explanatory  Document: 
"Comparison  of  Hazards,  Regulatory  Concerns,  and  Costs  for  Alternative  Dry  Cleaning  Technologies"). 
Ms.  Dhuilipala  stated  that  there  would  be  a  discussion  on  these  findings,  outreach  strategies 
implemented  with  local  dry  cleaners,  consumer  outreach,  financial  incentives  available  to  cleaners  to 
switch  to  greener  technologies,  and  policy  options. 

Ms.  Dhulipala  stated  that  the  dry  cleaning  issue  is  not  new  to  San  Francisco  and  that  in  2000  San 
Francisco  issued  a  grant  to  a  local  cleaner,  Meaders  Cleaners,  to  establish  the  first  wet  cleaning 
machine  facility.  It  was  learned  that  technology  was  not  efficient,  and  that  the  dry  cleaning  industry  had 
not  fully  accepted  the  technology.  There  was  a  wait  for  the  technology  to  make  improvements.  In  2007, 
San  Francisco  restarted  the  grant  program  and  worked  with  Ms.  Saveri's  group  to  conduct  outreach  to 
local  cleaners  to  establish  one  or  two  wet  cleaners  in  San  Francisco.  Unfortunately,  the  grant  program 
launched  in  2007  also  was  not  successful  in  converting  two  cleaners  to  a  greener  option.  Ms.  Dhulipala 
stated  that  Ms.  Saveri  and  Mr.  Karl  Huie  would  discuss  challenges  faced  in  influencing  cleaners  to 
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adopt  this  newer  technology.  In  the  meantime,  the  Air  Resources  Board  introduced  their 
perchloroethylene  legislation  and  many  manufacturers  and  distributors  started  to  promote  their  cleaning 
solvents  as  green  options.  Several  cleaners  (including  local  cleaners)  were  including  "green"  marketing 
in  their  marketing  material  and/or  storefronts.  There  was  research  and  a  1  Vi  year  study  prepared  to 
compare  the  environmental  and  health  impacts  of  various  dry  cleaning  solvents  and  how  they  are 
regulated  by  the  various  regulatory  agencies.  The  solvents  are  heavily  regulated  by  the  Air  District  and 
the  Fire  and  Health  Departments,  all  of  which  regulate  solvents  differently. 

Discussion  on  "Comparison  of  Hazards,  Regulatory  Concerns,  and  Costs  for  Alternative  Dry 
Cleaning  Technologies" 

Ms.  Dhulipala  discussed  the  reference  guide  created  for  cleaners  to  use  as  a  resource  to  make 
informed  decisions  called  the  "Comparison  of  Hazards,  Regulatory  Concerns,  and  Costs  for  Alternative 
Dry  Cleaning  Technologies"  assessment,  which  contains  three  main  topics  of  information  (1) 
operational  costs-how  much  it  would  cost  a  dry  cleaner  to  operate  a  wet  cleaning  machine  versus  a 
perchloroethylene-based  machine  (utility  costs,  purchasing  solvent  costs,  disposal  of  hazardous 
waste);  (2)  human  health  and  environmental  impacts;  and  (3)  information  on  how  solvents  are 
regulated  by  agencies.  This  assessment  was  developed  by  researching  reports  by  environmental 
organizations,  government  agencies,  international  governments,  and  through  consultation  with  the 
California  Office  of  Environmental  Health  Hazard  Assessment. 

•  Red  Section  Ratings  of  the  Assessment  (Hydrocarbon  solvent;  Perchloroethylene,  and 
Propyl  bromide):  Ms.  Dhuilipala  discussed  findings  shown  on  the  assessment  and  explained  that 
the  red  section  ratings  are  for  three  different  dry  cleaning  solvents  that  have  been  classified  as 
Proposition  65  chemicals  or  contain  Proposition  65  ingredients.  Propyl  bromide  is  a  toxic  solvent 
and  has  environmental  health  impacts  associated  with  it.  This  toxic  solvent  has  recently  been 
promoted  by  manufacturers  and  distributors  as  an  easy  conversion  from  perchloroethylene.  In 
developing  this  alternatives  assessment,  the  Health  and  Fire  Departments  were  consulted  to 
understand  how  they  regulate  these  solvents.  The  Fire  Department  concluded  that  propyl  bromide 
is  flammable  and  would  be  illegal  for  cleaners  to  use  in  San  Francisco. 

•  Yellow  Section  Ratings  of  the  Assessment  (Hydrocarbon  solvents,  GreenEarth  solvent,  C02 
cleaning  with  Micell  technologies,  and  Rynex  solvent)  Ms.  Dhulipala  discussed  the  yellow 
section  ratings  on  the  comparison  sheet,  stating  that  the  hydrocarbon  solvents  category  includes 
four  different  petroleum  solvents  made  by  large  petroleum  companies.  There  was  very  little 
information  available  on  the  solvents  and  research  took  a  long  time.  These  solvents  are  being 
promoted  as  eco-friendly  alternatives  to  perchloroethylene,  as  shown  on  images  taken  of 
storefronts  using  hydrocarbon  solvents  (presentation  page  7).  Manufacturers  and  distributors  are 
also  promoting  as  green  a  solvent  called  GreenEarth;  however,  our  research  indicates  its  potential 
for  carcinogenicity  and  reproductive  toxicity.  Through  outreach,  it  was  learned  that  there  is  at  least 
one  cleaner  in  San  Francisco  that  uses  a  GreenEarth  machine  who  had  stated  that  she  was  misled 
by  the  manufacturer  who  was  selling  and  promoting  it  as  a  greener  technology.  The  solvent  is  less 
toxic  than  perchloroethylene,  but  there  is  less  information  about  it  available  because  it  has  not  been 
available  as  long  as  perchloroethylene. 

Ms.  Dhulipala  stated  that  Rynex  is  another  solvent  that  is  rated  in  the  yellow  category.  The 
manufacturer  would  not  disclose  the  ingredients  so  without  this  information,  it  cannot  be  compared 
to  other  solvents.  Commissioner  Martin  inquired  how  the  Fire  Department  regulates  Rynex  without 
having  the  information  on  the  ingredients.  Ms.  Dhulipala  stated  that  the  information  available  on 
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Rynex  is  limited  because  it  is  derived  from  old  formulations.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  the  Fire 
Department  is  concerned  only  with  how  flammable  it  is.  Ms.  Dhuilipala  stated  that  environmental 
health  impact  statements  about  Rynex  are  based  on  Denmark's  estimated  formulation. 

•  Light  Green  Rating  of  the  Assessment--C02  Cleaning  Technology.  Ms.  Dhuilipala  stated  that 
C02  cleaning  technology  utilizes  liquefied  C02to  complete  the  cleaning  action.  Based  on  limited 
research,  there  is  no  health  or  environmental  primary  impacts  to  be  concerned  with  at  this  time.  As 
more  information  becomes  available,  the  rating  may  change.  The  challenge  is  that  it  is  not 
commercially  available  in  the  United  States,  and  there  are  very  few  cleaners  that  are  currently  using 
it.  The  C02  cleaning  machine  is  expensive — costs  are  anywhere  from  over  $100,000  to  $200,000  a 
piece. 

•  Dark  Green  Rating  of  the  Assessment-Professional  Wet  Cleaning.  Ms.  Dhulipala  introduced 
Mr.  Karl  Huie,  a  professional  wet  cleaner  in  San  Francisco,  to  further  explain  how  the  process 
works.  Ms.  Dhulipala  stated  that  wet  cleaning  works  only  with  water  and  detergent  and  is  a  more 
sophisticated  laundry  system  than  one  would  have  in  their  home.  There  is  a  wet  cleaning  machine 
followed  by  a  drying  machine  and  then  tensioning  equipment  to  stretch  the  garment  back  to  its 
original  shape. 

Ms.  Dhulipala  stated  that  the  next  step  was  to  provide  outreach  to  cleaners  about  these  findings.  Most 
cleaners  in  San  Francisco  belong  to  the  Chinese  or  Korean  Dry  Cleaners  Association  and  their  primary 
language  is  Korean  and  Chinese.  The  assessment  sheet  was  translated  into  these  two  languages  and 
distributed  to  all  cleaners  in  San  Francisco.  A  successful  public  workshop  was  conducted  in  August  to 
present  this  information  to  over  90  cleaners  who  were  in  attendance.  Also  in  attendance  were  the 
Health  and  Fire  Departments  who  were  available  to  answer  questions  about  regulations;  manufacturers 
and  distributors  of  greener  technologies;  and  banks  to  discuss  loan  packages  for  greener  alternatives. 
Additional  outreach  included  (1 )  door  to  door  multilingual  outreach;  (2)  hiring  of  a  community  outreach 
group  that  was  fluent  in  Korean,  Mandarin,  and  Cantonese  who  was  also  invited  to  the  workshop;  and 
(3)  organizing  wet  cleaning  demonstrations  with  Ms.  Saveri's  team  to  go  to  the  cleaner  to  see  how  the 
technology/equipment  works. 

Ms.  Dhulipala  stated  that  the  next  strategy  was  to  provide  financial  incentives.  A  wet  cleaning  machine 
is  cost  comparable  to  perchloroethylene  or  hydrocarbon  machines.  The  cost  of  a  wet  cleaning  machine 
is  between  $40,000  -  70,000,  depending  on  whether  it  is  a  high-end  machine  or  not.  However,  cost  is 
not  the  only  factor  because  cleaners  are  more  familiar  with  perchloroethylene  and  hydrocarbon 
machines.  The  California  Air  Resources  Board  (CARB)  has  offered  a  grant  program  since  2004  to 
incentivize  the  adoption  of  greener  technologies,  e.g.,  professional  wet  cleaning--$1 0,000  to  each 
cleaner  making  the  switch.  In  addition,  the  state  operates  demonstration  programs  through  Ms. 
Saveri's  group,  so  if  a  cleaner  is  willing  to  serve  as  a  demonstration  site,  there  is  an  additional  $5000 
grant  available.  City  funds  are  being  dedicated  to  re-launch  a  grant  program  to  give  $5000  to  the  first 
four  cleaners  willing  to  switch  to  the  new  technology.  In  addition,  it  is  hoped  that  the  Air  Quality 
Management  District  is  able  to  set  aside  funds  to  make  this  prospect  attractive  to  cleaners.  At  this  time, 
a  San  Francisco  cleaner  can  take  advantage  of  up  to  $20,000  in  rebates  to  make  the  switch  happen. 
Ms.  Saveri  stated  that  PG&E  has  started  a  rebate  program  because  there  is  major  energy  savings  by 
switching  to  wet  cleaning.  Mr.  Huie  explained  that  PG&E  evaluates  the  energy  usage  and  then  issues 
a  rebate  according  to  what  they  think  the  energy  savings  are. 

Ms.  Dhulipala  stated  that  the  next  strategy  was  to  increase  awareness  about  wet  cleaning  and  C02 
cleaning  and  marketing  and  promoting  the  cleaners  that  use  eco-friendly  technologies.  The  City  Green 
Business  program  in  the  past  three  or  four  months  has  developed  green  business  standards  for 
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cleaners  and  hopes  to  recognize  Mr.  Huie  and  only  one  other  wet  cleaner  in  San  Francisco  as  green 
businesses.  It  is  hoped  that  there  will  be  a  media  event  held  to  increase  awareness.  The  wet  cleaners 
are  located  in  Pacific  Heights  and  the  Presidio  Cleaner  has  two  shops,  one  in  the  Presidio  and  the 
other  at  the  old  Tower  Records  location  on  Columbus  Avenue. 

Ms.  Dhulipala  stated  that  any  outreach  strategy  would  be  incomplete  without  thinking  of  the  consumer 
because  consumers  are  the  ones  that  patronize  these  businesses.  It  is  hoped  that  consumers  will  ask 
the  cleaners  to  switch  to  greener  technologies.  The  Department  has  a  garment  cleaning  page  on  their 
website  that  contains  information  on  this  issue,  and  there  are  video  clips  that  discuss  how  it  works.  In 
addition,  a  consumer  action  card  will  be  available  for  consumers  to  drop  off  at  their  local  dry  cleaner. 
There  was  also  a  front  page  article  featured  in  the  September  Chronicle  about  San  Francisco's  efforts 
surrounding  dry  cleaning. 

Ms.  Gabrielle  Saveri,  Senior  Policy  and  Public  Administrative  Analyst  at  UCLA's  new  sustainable 
technology  and  policy  program  stated  that  her  group  is  involved  in  promoting  the  evaluation  and  use  of 
environmentally  benign  technologies  in  a  number  of  areas,  including  garment  care.  A  summary  of  the 
demonstration  programs,  available  funding  in  California  and  policy  options  was  provided.  Ms.  Saveri 
stated  that  her  group  initiated  the  environmental  garment  care  program  in  California  in  1995.  Work 
involves  providing  funding  for  new  and  existing  wet  cleaning  and  C02  shops  throughout  California  and 
holding  demonstration  programs.  Demonstration  sites  are  used  as  places  to  do  workshops  and 
individual  tours  to  educate  cleaners  about  environmentally-friendly  garment  care  technologies.  Ms. 
Zimmerman  stated  that  she  is  contacting  cleaners  in  San  Francisco,  and  Ms.  Saveri  is  helping  set  up 
demonstration  sites,  and  Mr.  Huie's  cleaners  is  one  of  the  demonstration  sites.  Ms.  Saveri  stated  that 
when  the  program  started  in  1995,  there  were  no  wet  cleaners  in  California.  The  first  large-scale 
program  was  launched  in  Los  Angeles  in  2000,  and  by  2005  there  were  30  wet  cleaners  in  the  Los 
Angeles  area. 

Ms.  Saveri  stated  that  in  1995,  discussions  began  with  the  Department  of  the  Environment,  as  well  as 
other  Bay  Area  agencies,  the  City  of  Oakland,  and  PG&E  to  develop  a  Bay  Area  program.  At  that  time, 
there  were  no  wet  cleaners  in  the  Bay  Area.  The  first  wet  cleaner  was  up  and  running  in  2005,  and  in 
the  last  three  years  they  were  able  to  significantly  extend  the  program  to  over  33  dedicated  wet 
cleaners  and  2  C02  cleaners  in  Northern  California.  Statewide,  there  are  currently  140  dedicated  wet 
cleaners  and  10  C02  cleaners.  In  1997,  Ms.  Saveri's  group  also  helped  develop  the  ABAG  program  for 
green  business  certification.  Work  was  also  accomplished  with  wet  cleaners  and  C02  cleaners  in  Marin, 
Alameda,  Contra  Costa,  Sonoma  and  San  Mateo  counties  to  help  them  obtain  their  green  business 
certification.  A  number  of  cleaners  who  received  their  green  business  certification  have  asked  why 
cleaners  who  don't  use  wet  cleaning  or  C02  technologies  are  allowed  to  list  themselves  as  organic  and 
eco-friendly.  The  Attorney  General's  Office  was  contacted  about  this  question  because  of  false 
advertising.  Ms.  Saveri  stated  that  she  supports  the  ordinance  the  Department  is  considering  about 
truth  in  advertising  and  recommended  development  of  a  model  ordinance  that  cities  and  counties  could 
potentially  adopt  that  would  require  the  use  of  environmentally  benign  technologies  in  garment  care. 

Mr.  Karl  Huie  discussed  the  process  of  switching  to  wet  cleaning.  He  stated  that  dry  cleaning  is 
cleaning  with  solvents  for  fabrics  such  as  wools,  silks,  and  cashmeres  in  comparison  to  wet  cleaning 
which  utilizes  a  water-based  solution.  The  challenge  is  relearning  the  techniques  already  learned  with 
solvents  because  it  is  an  opposite  technology.  Solvents  are  popular  because  there  is  no  moisture,  and 
without  moisture,  you  are  limiting  the  shrinkage.  When  using  water-based  technologies,  you  are 
exposing  yourself  to  shrinkage.  There  is  a  complete  re-learning  and  re-education  process  to  go 
through  about  textiles  and  colors.  Switching  to  another  solvent  cleaning  machine  does  not  require 
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much  of  a  learning  curve  other  than  learning  a  new  machine  and  an  alternative  technique.  The  biggest 
challenge  facing  anyone  making  a  switch  is  opening  your  mind  and  allowing  yourself  to  relearn 
something  that  you  have  spent  a  life  time  already  doing.  Mr.  Huie  stated  that  historically,  people  have 
been  using  wet  cleaning  for  thousands  for  years,  but  modern  society  has  forgotten  that  this  was  the 
process.  The  difference  is  that  the  wet  cleaning  process  is  being  brought  back  for  cleaning  garments  in 
volume. 

Mr.  Huie  stated  that  all  of  the  solutions  used  in  wet  cleaning  are  disposed  of  down  the  drain  and 
processed  by  waste  management  districts.  There  are  no  disposal  regulations  required  for  hauling  it 
away.  He  discussed  his  reasons  for  switching  to  wet  cleaning  which  consisted  of  health  reasons  and 
previous  family  health  experience  with  illness.  He  stated  that  it  is  a  matter  of  time  when  the  technology 
is  successful  enough  and  will  be  accepted  throughout  the  industry.  Mr.  Huie  stated  that  when  he  first 
started  in  the  industry,  he  had  his  concerns  about  cleaning  with  solvents,  but  did  not  think  there  was  an 
alternative  method.  He  switched  to  wet  cleaning  about  2  %  years  ago,  and  his  business  increased 
about  15%  in  the  beginning  of  the  recession,  and  this  last  year  it  increased  3%.  His  business  is  doing 
very  well  as  new  customers  are  coming  in  looking  for  green  alternatives.  He  has  two  locations,  one  in 
San  Francisco  and  the  other  in  Sausalito.  The  two  stores  have  about  100,000  pounds  of  cleaning  a 
year,  equating  to  about  100,000  garments  a  year,  averaging  a  pound  a  garment. 

Director  Blumenfeld  asked  Mr.  Huie  how  other  cleaners  reacted  to  his  switch  to  wet  cleaning.  Mr.  Huie 
stated  that  some  are  closed-minded  about  change,  are  slightly  resentful,  curious,  hesitant,  and  nobody 
is  rushing  to  make  a  switch.  Commissioner  Gravanis  inquired  about  the  process  to  prevent  shrinkage. 
Mr.  Huie  stated  that  shrinkage  is  caused  by  moisture,  heat  and  agitation.  When  you  remove  one  of 
these  three  elements,  you  highly  remove  shrinkage.  After  you  clean  and  dry,  there  is  a  third  step  of  the 
tensioning  machine,  which  is  like  a  form  mannequin  that  stretches  and  blocks  the  garment  back  to 
shape.  He  stated  that  there  is  only  one  fabric  that  wet  cleaning  can't  handle,  and  that  is  a  true  velvet. 
There  are  some  processes  that  wet  cleaning  has  trouble  with;  e.g.,  if  there  is  a  water  soluble  finish,  it 
will  come  off  in  the  cleaning  process.  When  wet  cleaning  becomes  more  popular,  manufacturers  will 
redesign  garments  accordingly;  e.g.,  there  are  currently  washable  products  such  as  washable  silk  shirts 
on  the  market.  Mr.  Huie  explained  that  there  are  products  that  solvents  can't  be  used  for  either,  such 
as  sequins  and  beading.  He  stated  that  it  is  a  matter  of  learning  techniques  and  what  you  can  and 
can't  do  and  how  to  handle  the  particular  situation.  Previous  challenges  were  on  how  to  work  with 
beading  and  sequins,  and  now  there  are  different  challenges  being  learned. 

Ms.  Raphael  discussed  current  policy  options.  She  stated  that  the  Air  Resources  Board  has  said  that 
perchloroethylene  is  illegal,  but  that  all  other  options  are  legal.  Work  is  being  done  to  try  to  influence 
people  to  use  preferred  methods  through  incentives,  facts,  and  restrictions  so  they  can  make  educated 
decisions;  e.g.,  through  the  alternatives  assessment.  Consideration  is  being  given  to  creating 
mandates  to  promote  truth  in  advertising  and  developing  regulations  in  San  Francisco  so  that  only 
cleaners  using  one  of  the  specified  green  technologies  can  use  "green"  advertising.  The  City  Attorney 
has  been  asked  to  work  on  a  truth  in  advertising  mandate,  but  it  is  a  complicated  field  when  the  Federal 
Trade  Commission  (FTC)  owns  a  lot  of  the  trade  wording  and  there  is  a  question  of  what  can  be  done 
to  change  a  company  name  that  implies  a  "green"  product.  The  Department  is  currently  investigating 
the  type  of  regulation  to  pursue. 

Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  offering  incentives  is  the  current  approach;  however,  one  of  the  barriers  is  to 
lower  the  cost  of  wet  cleaning.  Cleaners  will  all  have  to  change,  and  by  the  end  of  this  year,  40  out  of 
54  cleaners  will  have  to  tell  the  Air  Quality  Management  District  what  technology  they  are  going  to 
switch  to.  Each  one  of  those  40  will  have  to  invest  in  new  equipment,  whether  hydrocarbon  or  wet 
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cleaning.  The  challenge  is  getting  the  attention  of  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District 
(BAAQMD)  to  recommend  the  greener  technologies.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  she,  Director  Blumenfed, 
and  Ms.  Dhulipala  met  with  the  Chair  of  the  Department  who  was  supportive,  but  no  action  has  been 
taken  since  that  time.  Ms.  Raphael  asked  the  Commission  to  write  a  letter  to  the  BAAQMD  Chair  and 
Board  Members  because  on  December  2  there  is  going  to  be  a  hearing  to  discuss  accelerating  the 
phase  out.  The  concern  about  accelerating  the  phase  out  too  fast  is  that  time  is  needed  to  work  with 
cleaners  to  choose  the  right  technology.  One  option  that  hasn't  been  considered  is  to  offer  additional 
time  for  those  cleaners  that  promise  to  switch  to  wet  cleaning.  That  way  training  can  be  administered 
before  the  switch  is  made  and  there  is  no  steep  learning  curve.  BAAQMD  says  they  need  to  be 
technology  neutral,  and  the  point  the  Department  is  trying  to  make  to  them  is  that  if  they  are  interested 
in  decreasing  toxicity  as  an  outcome,  our  data  is  clear  that  there  is  only  one  technology  option  that 
does  that. 

Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  another  challenge  that  the  Commission  can  assist  with  is  to  engage  the  Non 
Governmental  Organizations  (NGO)  community.  It  was  explained  that  the  Department  has  not  found  a 
non-profit  organization  interested  in  this  subject  matter.  When  it  comes  to  promoting  wet  cleaning  and 
engaging  the  community,  NGO's  are  usually  better  than  government.  The  NGO  community  was 
engaged  in  Southern  California,  and  many  benefits  were  seen.  In  addition,  there  is  a  strong  coalition 
for  clean  air  in  Southern  California,  which  San  Francisco  does  not  have. 

Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  another  barrier  is  the  labels  on  clothing  that  specify  dry  cleaning  only.  It  was 
recommended  that  these  labels  be  changed  to  say  professional  garment  cleaning,  which  is  technology 
neutral.  She  asked  the  Commission  for  recommendations  on  how  to  reach  clothing  manufacturers  with 
this  request.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  many  environmentalists  do  not  buy  garments  that 
need  to  be  dry  cleaned  for  other  reasons;  e.g.  labor  issues,  issues  surrounding  silk  and  mulberry  trees, 
etc.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  there  is  also  an  environmental  justice  aspect  associated  with  the  health  of 
the  person  working  with  the  solvents,  especially  those  who  are  exposed  on  a  daily  basis. 

Director  Blumenfeld  inquired  whether  San  Francisco  has  the  authority  to  tell  people  in  San  Francisco 
what  type  of  chemicals  they  can  or  cannot  use  in  the  city.  Ms.  Saveri  stated  that  the  UCLA  law  schools 
are  researching  this  question,  and  there  are  progressive  counties  that  are  doing  work  in  this  area,  e.g., 
Marin  County.  Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  the  name  of  the  manufacturers  of  wet  cleaning 
machines.  Ms.  Saveri  stated  that  there  is  a  United  States  manufacturer,  Maytag,  and  a  German 
manufacturer,  Miele. 

Commissioner  Martin  asked  staff  to  assist  in  writing  a  letter  to  the  BAAQMD  for  the  Commission  to 
consider  and  stated  that  working  with  NGO's  can  be  done  offline.  Commissioner  Martin  recommended 
that  there  be  education  and  outreach  directed  toward  clothing  manufacturers  to  change  their  labeling 
and  until  that  is  done,  which  may  be  a  year  long  process,  there  are  interesting  things  that  can  be  done 
around  fashion  shows  to  get  the  word  out  and  be  creative.  She  stated  that  it  would  be  more  meaningful 
in  the  short  term  to  do  an  educational  campaign  to  consumers  that  dry  cleaning  equals  wet  cleaning. 
Ms.  Saveri  stated  that  her  group  is  meeting  with  manufacturers  to  discuss  labeling,  and  is  working  with 
the  FTC  on  a  much  bigger  scale.  Commissioner  Martin  inquired  what  the  right  scale  might  be  to  work 
on  this  effort  from  a  City  department  perspective  and  encouraged  working  toward  engaging  other 
organizations  that  are  working  on  a  national  or  global  level  for  better  leverage. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  where  C02  cleaning  was  being  used.  Ms.  Saveri  stated  that  C02 
cleaning  was  being  utilized  in  ten  plants,  mostly  in  Southern  California  and  two  in  Northern  California, 
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e.g.  Los  Altos  and  Union  City.  She  stated  that  there  is  transition  within  that  industry,  and  there  is  an 
availability  issue  for  the  technology. 

Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  there  are  other  Bay  Area  cleaners  that  do  pickups  in  San  Francisco 
and  asked  whether  the  truth  in  advertising  would  apply  to  them  also.  Ms.  Dhulipala  stated  that  she  is 
investigating  whether  it  would  apply  to  any  dry  cleaning  service  advertising  in  San  Francisco.  The  City 
grants  program  of  $5000  would  apply  to  San  Francisco  cleaners  only.  Ms.  Dhulipala  stated  that 
informational  items  may  also  be  city-specific  because  it  has  been  worked  on  with  local  health  and  fire 
departments.  Commissioner  Martin  asked  if  other  applicable  information  could  be  made  transferable  to 
other  cities  that  were  interested  in  the  information,  which  Ms.  Dhulipala  confirmed  was  the  case.  Ms. 
Dhulipala  stated  that  research  is  being  shared  at  conferences  and  with  other  government  officials. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  the  length  of  time  that  it  would  take  to  be  educated  on  new 
technologies.  Mr.  Huie  explained  that  it  would  depend  on  personal  issues  surrounding  the  willingness  to 
convert  to  new  methods.  He  stated  that  achieving  a  basic  understanding  might  take  approximately  a 
month  and  then  the  comfort  level  would  evolve  from  there.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  there 
may  be  an  increased  comfort  level  if  the  other  equipment  was  there  as  a  backup.  Mr.  Huie  stated  that 
some  people  do  not  have  the  luxury  or  space  to  have  both  on  site.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that 
there  could  be  one  facility  that  handles  clothing  that  the  other  can't  handle.  Ms.  Saveri  stated  that 
cleaners  in  the  East  Bay  had  made  the  switch  and  it  took  only  a  few  days,  so  it  may  not  be  hard  to  do  if 
you  know  the  cleaning  business.  Ms.  Dhulipala  stated  that  there  could  be  consultation  with  other  wet 
cleaners  on  how  to  use  the  machine  or  have  as  a  backup  to  bring  the  cleaning  to. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  water  usage  and  conservation.  Mr.  Huie  stated  that  his  Miele 
machine  is  a  40  pound  machine,  has  the  capacity  to  do  30  pounds  of  wet  cleaning,  and  uses  about  29 
gallons  of  water  per  load.  Thirty  pounds  of  wet  cleaning  equals  approximately  30  garments.  It  is  like  a 
front  load  washing  machine — there  is  not  a  significant  diversion  of  water.  Ms.  Saveri  stated  that  the 
perchloroethylene  machine  also  uses  water  for  cooling.  Commissioner  Martin  asked  whether  there  are 
any  net  savings  in  water  use.  It  was  explained  that  in  some  cases  there  are  net  savings  and  in  some 
cases  there  is  more  water  use.  Ms.  Dhulipala  stated  that  a  study  has  not  been  done  in  San  Francisco, 
and  limited  studies  in  Southern  California  report  mixed  results  on  increase  and  decrease  in  water 
usage.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  it  would  be  interesting  to  communicate  to  the  public  about  the 
hidden  water  cost  in  current  dry  cleaning  methods. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  whether  the  water  can  be  reused  in  the  wet  cleaning  method.  Mr.  Huie 
stated  that  water  can  probably  be  reclaimed  but  it  would  have  to  be  filtered  to  remove  dirt  and  bacteria. 
Ms.  Saveri  stated  that  her  group  would  be  researching  this  possibility.  Ms.  Dhulipala  stated  that  the 
Health  Department  is  concerned  with  reclamation  and  resulting  contamination  issues.  Commissioner 
Martin  inquired  about  waste  water  treatment  issues  and  wet  cleaning.  Ms.  Dhulipala  stated  that  there 
has  been  a  small  amount  of  work  done  to  study  the  chemistry  of  the  detergent,  and  it  appears  to  be 
safer  than  the  hydrocarbon  solvents  and  perchloroethylene.  In  addition,  a  list  of  preferable  spotting 
chemicals  would  be  submitted  to  dry  cleaners.  Commissioner  Martin  asked  whether  wet  cleaning 
detergent  is  biodegradable.  Ms.  Dhulipala  stated  that  she  has  asked  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  to 
help  conduct  wastewater  monitoring,  but  there  are  not  enough  wet  cleaners  at  this  time  to  obtain 
enough  data.  Ms.  Saveri  stated  that  she  believes  that  it  is  biodegradable  based  on  information  from 
wet  cleaners  she  deals  with.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  it  is  critical  that  the  process  be  done  the 
right  away  and  that  manufacturing  companies  uphold  high  standards. 
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Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  she  would  like  to  write  a  letter  to  BAAQMD  with  staff  input.  In 
regards  to  the  truth  in  advertising,  she  hopes  that  the  City  Attorney's  office  continues  to  pursue  it.  Truth 
in  advertising  seems  to  also  be  a  role  for  the  non-profit  world  to  be  involved  in  addition  to  consumer 
facing  articles.  Environmental  organizations  could  help  advocate  and  spread  the  word  about  the  need 
for  people  to  be  more  aware  of  what  they  are  being  told,  but  before  that  can  happen,  environmentalists 
need  to  be  aware.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  she  has  not  seen  articles  in  environmental 
publications  or  online  newspapers.  She  recommended  that  staff  add  a  carbon  footprint  column  to  the 
chart.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  all  of  the  information  on  the  assessment  chart  would  be 
valuable  for  NGO's  to  work  with.  Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  groups  such  as  San  Francisco 
Tomorrow  could  be  asked  to  advocate  this  issue  and  asked  to  include  a  link  on  their  website  to 
Department  information  for  details.  She  recommended  that  a  slogan  such  as  "wet  is  the  new  dry"  be 
used  or  other  slogans  thought  of  to  get  people  to  start  thinking  about  the  process.  Commissioner 
Martin  recommended  highlighting  that  dry  cleaning  is  wet  with  petrochemicals. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  recommended  that  work  on  clothing  label  changes  should  be  done  on  an 
international  level.  Ms.  Saveri  stated  that  they  are  working  on  this  effort.  Ms.  Zimmerman 
recommended  writing  a  letter  of  support.  Ms.  Dhulipala  stated  that  Gap  may  be  interested  in 
pressuring  the  manufacturers  to  change  garment  care  labels.  Commissioner  Martin  suggested  issuing 
a  message  about  reducing  the  use  of  dry  cleaning  altogether.  Ms.  Saveri  stated  that  manufacturers  are 
trying  to  get  rid  of  clothes  that  need  to  be  dry  cleaned.  Commissioner  Martin  stated  that  a  message 
could  be  issued  to  consumers  to  not  purchase  clothing  that  has  to  be  dry-cleaned.  She  recommended 
issuing  a  policy  statement  that  we  should  first  reduce. 

Mr.  Huie  reported  that  most  business  comes  from  washing  as  opposed  to  dry  cleaning.  He  explained 
that  many  of  the  garments  that  he  receives  for  dry  cleaning  are  washable — from  100,000  pounds  of 
clothing  received  for  dry  cleaning,  30,000-40,000  are  dry  clean  only  and  the  others  are  because 
customers  don't  want  to  see  shrinkage  or  color  fading.  Mr.  Huie  explained  that  there  is  not  a  big 
difference  in  the  soaps  used  in  wet  cleaning  and  regular  washing. 

Commissioner  Gravanis  recommended  that  a  letter  be  written  to  BAAQMD  and  also  to  clothing 
manufacturers  regarding  labeling.  She  also  recommended  that  staff  do  the  required  outreach  to 
consumers,  request  the  assistance  of  environmental  groups  in  this  effort,  and  provide  them  with  a 
message  to  put  forward  to  consumers. 

5.  Director's  Updates.  Speaker:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion).  This 
agenda  item  was  not  heard  at  this  time. 

6.  Announcements.  (Discussion)  Commissioner  Gravanis  announced  that  the  outreach  letter  to 
environmental  organizations  had  been  sent  out  by  Ms.  Walsh  of  the  Department's  Outreach  team. 
Responses  should  be  received  within  a  week  or  two,  and  should  be  agendized  for  a  future  Policy 
Committee  meeting  to  decide  what  actions  to  take  in  the  future.  Commissioner  Gravanis  also 
announced  that  the  BCDC  Design  Review  Board  is  meeting  tonight,  and  one  of  the  topics  of  discussion 
is  Treasure  Island  and  Yerba  Buena  Island.  She  indicated  that  she  would  like  to  attend  the  meeting  to 
issue  a  sustainability  reminder. 

7.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion)  Commissioner  Martin  requested  that  staff  provide 
a  report  on  whether  there  are  local  regulations  concerning  the  use  of  monosodium  glutamate  (MSG) 
and  discussed  the  use  of  MSG  in  local  canned  products.  Ms.  Dhulipala  stated  that  she  would  contact 
the  Health  Department  and  issue  a  report.  Commissioner  Gravanis  asked  for  information  regarding  the 
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harvesting,  source,  processing,  and  transporting  of  this  product.  Additional  future  agenda  topics 
requested  included  (1)  Hunters  Point  Shipyard,  Candlestick  Point;  (2)  status  of  the  Urban  Forest  Plan; 
(3)  Congestion  Management  Pricing;  (4)  International  Dark  Skies — LED  blue  light  effect  on  birds;  and 
(5)  update  on  pharmaceuticals  for  the  December  14  meeting.  Commissioner  Gravanis  recommended 
that  the  full  Commission  discuss  retreat  planning,  receive  an  update  on  the  public's  response  to  the 
Mandatory  Recycling  and  Composting  Ordinance,  and  hold  a  future  discussion  on  climate  change  and 
sea  level  rise.  Ms.  Fish  reported  that  a  representative  from  the  Municipal  Transportation  Agency  had 
issued  a  request  for  a  future  discussion  on  their  Climate  Action  Plan  and  Sustainability  Strategy.  . 

8.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  Ms.  Victoria  Schlesigner,  free  lance  reporter, 
Public  Press,  introduced  herself  and  stated  that  she  was  in  attendance  to  learn  about  Commission 
activities. 

9.  Adjournment.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  adjourned  at  6:42  p.m. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1 )  the  Commission's  office,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between 
the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  meeting. asp?id=61 005,  (3) 
by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item  above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355- 
3709  or  via  e-mail  at  Monica.FishtSsfgov.org  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting. 


*  Approved:  December  14,  2009 
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COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Jane 
MarieFrancis  Martin 

ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 
Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Committee  takes  action  on  any  item. 

1 .  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  November  9,  2009  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting.  (Explanatory 
Document:  November  9,  2009  Draft  Minutes  http://sfgov.org/site/sfenvironment  page. asp?id=1 13965) 
(Discussion  and  Action) 

3.  Consideration  of  Draft  Resolution  File  2009-06-COE  to  be  presented  to  the  full  Commission  on 
Recommendations  for  Policy  Options  to  Educate  the  Public  about  Cell  Phone  Radiation. 

(Explanatory  Document:  Draft  Resolution)  SPONSOR:  Chair  Wald,  Director  SPEAKERS:  Debbie 
Raphael,  Department  of  the  Environment  Toxics  Reduction  Program  Manager  (10  minutes)  and  Ms. 
Renee  Sharp,  Environmental  Working  Group  (5  minutes)  (Discussion  and  Action) 

4.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

5.  Director's  Updates.  Speaker:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 

6.  Announcements.  (Discussion) 

7.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion) 

8.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

9.  Adjournment. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

The  next  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  meeting  is  scheduled  for  Monday,  January  11,  2010  at  5:00  p.m. 
in  Room  421,  City  Hall. 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1 )  the  Commission's  office,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between 
the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  meetinq.asp?id=61005,  (3) 
by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item  above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709, 
or  via  e-mail  at  Monica.Fish@sfgov.org  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting.  If  any  materials  related  to  an  item  on  this  agenda 
have  been  distributed  to  the  Commission  Policy  Committee  after  distribution  of  the  agenda  packet,  those  materials  are  available  for 
public  inspection  at  the  Department  of  the  Environment,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  during  normal  office  hours  or  will  be 


made  available  at  the  meeting  website  link  Policy  Committee's  website  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  meetinq.asp?id=61 005  as 
links  to  the  agenda  or  meeting  minutes  (by  item). 

important  Information 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this  meeting.  Please  be 
advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone, 
pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

NOTE:  Persons  unable  to  attend  the  meeting  may  submit  to  the  Committee,  by  the  time  the  proceedings  begin, 
written  comments  regarding  the  agenda  items  above.  These  comments  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  official  public 
record  and  shall  be  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Committee  members.  Any  written  comments  should  be  sent 
to:  Commission  Secretary  of  the  Environment,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  or  by  email  at 
Monica.Fish@sfgov.org  by  5:00  p.m.  on  the  day  prior  to  the  hearing.  Comments  which  cannot  be  delivered  to  the 
Commission  Secretary  by  that  time,  may  be  taken  directly  to  the  hearing  at  the  location  above.  When  bringing 
handouts  to  meetings,  please  photocopy  on  both  sides  of  the  paper  and  try  to  use  post-consumer  recycled  or 
tree-free  paper.  Also,  please  bring  sufficient  copies  of  handouts  for  the  Committee,  the  Commission  Secretary 
and  the  public. 

Public  Comment 

At  this  time,  members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  items  of  interest  that  are  within  the  subject  matter  jurisdiction  of  the 
Committee  but  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  Public  comment  will  be  taken  following  each  agendized  item.  Each  member  of  the  public 
may  address  the  Committee  for  up  to  three  minutes,  unless  otherwise  announced  by  the  Chair.  If  it  is  demonstrated  that  the  comments 
by  the  public  will  exceed  1 5  minutes,  the  Chair  may  continue  Public  Comment  to  another  time  during  the  meeting. 

The  Brown  Act  forbids  the  Committee  from  taking  action  or  discussing  any  item  or  issue  not  appearing  on  the  posted  agenda.  This  rule 
applies  to  issues  raised  in  public  comment  as  well.  In  response  to  public  comment,  not  on  an  agendized  item,  the  Committee  is  limited 

to: 

1.  Briefly  responding  to  statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  the  public,  or 

2.  Request  staff  to  report  back  on  a  matter  at  a  subsequent  meeting,  or 

3.  Directing  staff  to  place  the  item  or  issue  on  a  future  agenda  (Government  Code  Section  54954.2(a).) 

Disability  Access 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  Meeting  will  be  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  421,  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  Sar 
Francisco,  CA  94102,  in  the  Civic  Center  area.  The  meeting  room  is  wheelchair  accessible.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station  is  the 
Civic  Center  Station  at  United  Nations  Plaza  and  Market  Street.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location  are:  #71  Haight/Noriega  and 
the  F  Line  to  Market  and  Van  Ness  and  the  Metro  Stations  at  Van  Ness  and  Market  and  at  Civic  Center.  For  information  about  MUNI 
accessible  services  call  (415)  923-6142.  There  is  accessible  curbside  parking  adjacent  to  City  Hall  on  Grove  Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenue 
and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Veterans  Building  at  401  Van  Ness  Avenue  adjacent  to  Davies  Hall  and  the  War  Memorial  Complex. 

The  following  services  are  available  on  request  48  hours  prior  to  the  meeting;  except  for  Monday  meetings,  for  which  the  deadline  shall  be 
4:00  p.m.  of  the  last  business  day  of  the  preceding  week:  For  American  sign  language  interpreters  or  the  use  of  a  reader  during  a  meeting, 
a  sound  enhancement  system,  and/or  alternative  formats  of  the  agenda  and  minutes,  please  contact  Monica  Fish  at  (415)  355-3709  to 
make  arrangements  for  the  accommodation.  Late  requests  will  be  honored,  if  possible. 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple  chemical  sensitivity 
or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be  sensitive  to  various  chemical  based 
products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  Individuals  with  chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities  should  call 
the  Mayor's  Office  on  Disability  at  (41 5)  554-6789  or  (415)  554-6799  (TTY)  for  further  information. 

Know  your  rights  under  trie  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code) 
Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards,  councils,  and  other 
agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are  conducted 
before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's  review.  For  more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine 
Ordinance  or  to  report  a  violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  Sunshine  Task  Force  Administrator, 
City  Hall,  Room  409,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  at  Phone  No.:  (415)  554-7724;  Fax  No.:  (415) 
554-7854;  E-mail:  sotf(5)sfqov.orq.  Copies  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the  Clerk  of  the  Sunshine  Task  Force,  the 
San  Francisco  Public  Library  and  on  the  City's  website  at  www.sfqov.org. 

Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements 
Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  administrative  action  may  be  required  by  the  San 
Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF  Campaign  &  Governmental  Conduct  Code  §2.100,  et.  seq]  to  register  and  report  lobbying  activity. 
For  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact  the  Ethics  Commission  at:  25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Second  Floor,  San 
Francisco,  CA  94102;  telephone  (415)  252-3100,  fax  (415)  252-31 12;  web  site  atwww.sfgov.org/ethics. 


Posted:  December  7,  2009 
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CORRECTED  NOTICE  OF  REGULAR  MEETING  AND  AGENDA 
Monday,  December  14,  2009,  5:00  P.M. 
City  Hall,  Room  421 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Jane 
MarieFrancis  Martin 

ORDER  OF  BUSINESS 
Public  comment  will  be  taken  before  the  Committee  takes  action  on  any  item. 

1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  November  9,  2009  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting.  (Explanatory 
Document:  November  9,  2009  Draft  Minutes  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  page.asp?id=1 1 3965) 
(Discussion  and  Action) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

4.  Consideration  of  Draft  Resolution  File  2009-06-COE  to  be  presented  to  the  full  Commission  on 
Recommendations  for  Policy  Options  to  Educate  the  Public  about  Cell  Phone  Radiation. 

(Explanatory  Document:  Draft  Resolution 

http://sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetings/pc/supportinq/2009/ResFile2009-06- 
COECellPhoneRadiationSafetvandDisclosure.doc  and  Policy  Options 

http://sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetings/pc/supportinq/2009/COEPolicvOptions121409.doc)  SPONSOR: 
Chair  Wald,  Director  SPEAKERS:  Debbie  Raphael,  Department  of  the  Environment  Toxics  Reduction 
Program  Manager  (10  minutes)  and  Ms.  Renee  Sharp,  Environmental  Working  Group  (5  minutes) 
(Discussion  and  Action) 

5.  Director's  Updates.  Speaker:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 

6.  Announcements.  (Discussion) 

7.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion) 

8.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda. 

9.  Adjournment. 

Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

The  next  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  meeting  is  scheduled  for  Monday,  January  11,  2010  at  5:00  p.m. 
in  Room  421,  City  Hall. 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission's  office,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between 
the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  meetinq.asp?id=61 005,  (3) 
by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item  above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary  at  telephone  number  415-355-3709, 


or  via  e-mail  at  Monica.Fish@sfqov.org  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting.  If  any  materials  related  to  an  item  on  this  agenda 
have  been  distributed  to  the  Commission  Policy  Committee  after  distribution  of  the  agenda  packet,  those  materials  are  available  for 
public  inspection  at  the  Department  of  the  Environment,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  during  normal  office  hours  or  will  be 
made  available  at  the  meeting  website  link  Policy  Committee's  website  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  meeting.asp?id=61005  as 
links  to  the  agenda  or  meeting  minutes  (by  item). 

Important  Information 

The  ringing  of  and  use  of  cell  phones,  pagers  and  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices  are  prohibited  at  this  meeting.  Please  be 
advised  that  the  Chair  may  order  the  removal  from  the  meeting  room  of  any  person(s)  responsible  for  the  ringing  or  use  of  a  cell  phone, 
pager,  or  other  similar  sound-producing  electronic  devices. 

NOTE:  Persons  unable  to  attend  the  meeting  may  submit  to  the  Committee,  by  the  time  the  proceedings  begin,  written 
comments  regarding  the  agenda  items  above.  These  comments  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  official  public  record  and  shall  be 
brought  to  the  attention  of  the  Committee  members.  Any  written  comments  should  be  sent  to:  Commission  Secretary  of  the 
Environment,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102  or  by  email  at  Monica.Fish@sfgov.org  by  5:00  p.m.  on  the  day  prior  to 
the  hearing.  Comments  which  cannot  be  delivered  to  the  Commission  Secretary  by  that  time,  may  be  taken  directly  to  the 
hearing  at  the  location  above.  When  bringing  handouts  to  meetings,  please  photocopy  on  both  sides  of  the  paper  and  try  to 
use  post-consumer  recycled  or  tree-free  paper.  Also,  please  bring  sufficient  copies  of  handouts  for  the  Committee,  the 
Commission  Secretary  and  the  public. 

Public  Comment 

At  this  time,  members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  items  of  interest  that  are  within  the  subject  matter  jurisdiction  of  the 
Committee  but  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  Public  comment  will  be  taken  following  each  agendized  item.  Each  member  of  the  public 
may  address  the  Committee  for  up  to  three  minutes,  unless  otherwise  announced  by  the  Chair.  If  it  is  demonstrated  that  the  comments 
by  the  public  will  exceed  1 5  minutes,  the  Chair  may  continue  Public  Comment  to  another  time  during  the  meeting. 

The  Brown  Act  forbids  the  Committee  from  taking  action  or  discussing  any  item  or  issue  not  appearing  on  the  posted  agenda.  This  rule 
applies  to  issues  raised  in  public  comment  as  well.  In  response  to  public  comment,  not  on  an  agendized  item,  the  Committee  is  limited 

to: 

1.  Briefly  responding  to  statements  made  or  questions  posed  by  members  of  the  public,  or 

2.  Request  staff  to  report  back  on  a  matter  at  a  subsequent  meeting,  or 

3.  Directing  staff  to  place  the  item  or  issue  on  a  future  agenda  (Government  Code  Section  54954.2(a).) 

Disability  Access 

The  Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  Meeting  will  be  held  at  City  Hall,  Room  421 ,  One  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San 
Francisco,  CA  94102,  in  the  Civic  Center  area.  The  meeting  room  is  wheelchair  accessible.  The  closest  accessible  BART  station  is  the 
Civic  Center  Station  at  United  Nations  Plaza  and  Market  Street.  Accessible  MUNI  lines  serving  this  location  are:  #71  Haight/Noriega  and 
the  F  Line  to  Market  and  Van  Ness  and  the  Metro  Stations  at  Van  Ness  and  Market  and  at  Civic  Center.  For  information  about  MUNI 
accessible  services  call  (415)  923-6142.  There  is  accessible  curbside  parking  adjacent  to  City  Hall  on  Grove  Street  and  Van  Ness  Avenue 
and  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Veterans  Building  at  401  Van  Ness  Avenue  adjacent  to  Davies  Hall  and  the  War  Memorial  Complex. 

The  following  services  are  available  on  request  48  hours  prior  to  the  meeting;  except  for  Monday  meetings,  for  which  the  deadline  shall  be 
4:00  p.m.  of  the  last  business  day  of  the  preceding  week:  For  American  sign  language  interpreters  or  the  use  of  a  reader  during  a  meeting, 
a  sound  enhancement  system,  and/or  alternative  formats  of  the  agenda  and  minutes,  please  contact  Monica  Fish  at  (415)  355-3709  to 
make  arrangements  for  the  accommodation.  Late  requests  will  be  honored,  if  possible. 

In  order  to  assist  the  City's  efforts  to  accommodate  persons  with  severe  allergies,  environmental  illnesses,  multiple  chemical  sensitivity 
or  related  disabilities,  attendees  at  public  meetings  are  reminded  that  other  attendees  may  be  sensitive  to  various  chemical  based 
products.  Please  help  the  City  accommodate  these  individuals.  Individuals  with  chemical  sensitivity  or  related  disabilities  should  call 
the  Mayor's  Office  on  Disability  at  (415)  554-6789  or  (415)  554-6799  (TTY)  for  further  information. 

Know  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
(Chapter  67  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code) 
Government's  duty  is  to  serve  the  public,  reaching  its  decisions  in  full  view  of  the  public.  Commissions,  boards,  councils,  and  other 
agencies  of  the  City  and  County  exist  to  conduct  the  people's  business.  This  ordinance  assures  that  deliberations  are  conducted 
before  the  people  and  that  City  operations  are  open  to  the  people's  review.  For  more  information  on  your  rights  under  the  Sunshine 
Ordinance  or  to  report  a  violation  of  the  ordinance,  contact  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  Task  Force,  Sunshine  Task  Force  Administrator, 
City  Hall,  Room  409,  1  Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4683  at  Phone  No.:  (415)  554-7724;  Fax  No.:  (415) 
554-7854;  E-mail:  sotf@sfgov.orq.  Copies  of  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  can  be  obtained  from  the  Clerk  of  the  Sunshine  Task  Force,  the 
San  Francisco  Public  Library  and  on  the  City's  website  at  www.sfgov.org. 

Lobbyist  Registration  and  Reporting  Requirements 
Individuals  and  entities  that  influence  or  attempt  to  influence  local  legislative  or  administrative  action  may  be  required  by  the  San 
Francisco  Lobbyist  Ordinance  [SF  Campaign  &  Governmental  Conduct  Code  §2.100,  et.  seq]  to  register  and  report  lobbying  activity. 
For  more  information  about  the  Lobbyist  Ordinance,  please  contact  the  Ethics  Commission  at:  25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  Second  Floor,  San 
Francisco,  CA  94102;  telephone  (415)252-3100,  fax  (415)  252-3112;  web  site  at  www.sfgov.org/ethics. 


*Posted:  December  7,  2009 


FILE  NO.  R-2009-06-CO 


RESOLUTION  WO.  XXX-09-COE 


1  [CELL  PHONE  RADIATION  SAFETY  AND  DISCLOSURE] 

2 

3  Resolution  recommending  measures  for  reducing  exposure  to  radiation 

4  from  cell  phones,  including  disclosure  of  radiation  information  at  point  of 

5  sale. 

6 

7  WHEREAS,  More  that  270  million  people  in  the  United  States  (US)  use  cell 

8  phones  with  an  increasing  number  of  them  children,  and 

9  WHEREAS,  Cell  phones  are  an  important  tool  of  communication  for  all 

10  Americans,  especially  during  times  of  emergency;  and 

1 1  WHEREAS,  Cell  phones  emit  Radio  Frequency  (RF)  radiation  from  the  antenna 

12  of  the  device,  often  in  a  360-degree  pattern,  as  the  device  seeks  to  make  a  connection 

13  with  the  cell  tower;  and 

14  WHEREAS,  The  measure  of  radiation  emitted  from  a  cell  phone  and  absorbed  by 

15  the  human  brain  and  body  is  called  the  Specific  Absorption  Rate  (SAR)  and  these  values 

16  range  in  cell  phones  from  0.2  to  1.6  W/kg,  the  maximum  legal  value  in  the  US;  and 

17  WHEREAS,  Children  are  especially  vulnerable  to  this  radiation  exposure  due  to 

18  their  smaller  head  size,  thinner  skulls,  different  composition  of  tissues,  and  still 

19  developing  brains  and  bodies;  and 

20  WHEREAS,  The  United  States  Food  and  Drug  Administration  (FDA)  does  not 

21  review  the  safety  of  cell  phones  before  they  come  to  market  but  does  have  the  authority 

22  to  take  action  against  the  unsafe  exposure  to  radiation  from  these  products;  and 

23  WHEREAS,  the  United  States  Federal  Communications  Commission  (FCC)  has 

24  accepted  the  safety  standards  for  cell  phone  radiation  set  by  the  electronics  industry,  the 

25  Institute  of  Electrical  and  Electronic  Engineers  (IEEE);  and 
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RESOLUTION  NO.  XXX-09-COE 


1  WHEREAS,  cell  phone  radiation  safety  levels  accepted  by  the  FCC  do  not  take 

2  into  account  any  special  vulnerabilities  of  children  nor  do  they  provide  the  usual  or 

3  accepted  levels  of  safety  factors  in  determining  a  maximum  allowable  SAR  value  of  1 .6 

4  W/Kg;  and 

5  WHEREAS,  Recently  published  long-term  studies  looking  at  cell  phone  use  for 

6  10  years  have  indicated  evidence  of  increasing  occurrence  of  brain  and  salivary 

7  cancers;  and 

8  WHEREAS,  San  Francisco  has  adopted  a  Precautionary  Principle  Ordinance 

9  that  compels  government  agencies  to  heed  early  warning  signs  from  the  scientific 

10  literature  and  to  take  protective  action  to  prevent  harm;  and 

1 1  WHEREAS,  Governments  around  the  world  including  France,  Israel,  Germany,  Finland, 

12  and  Switzerland,  have  issued  warnings  about  prolonged  cell  phone  use,  especially  for 

13  children;  and 

14  WHEREAS,  The  French  Senate  is  considering  legislation  that  would  restrict  the 

15  promotion  and  sale  of  cell  phones  for  use  by  children  and  would  require  companies  to 

16  offer  headsets  with  each  phone  sold;  and 

17  WHEREAS,  Cell  phone  manufacturers  are  required  to  report  the  SAR  values  of 

18  their  phones  to  the  FCC  but  are  not  obligated  to  make  this  information  available  to  the 

19  public;  and 

20  WHEREAS,  Consumers  in  San  Francisco,  and  beyond,  have  the  right  to  know 

21  the  level  of  radiation  being  emitted  by  cell  phones  as  they  make  their  purchasing 

22  decisions;  and 

23  WHEREAS,  Consumers  in  San  Francisco  should  be  informed  of  any  steps  that 

24  can  be  taken  to  minimize  harm  such  as  the  importance  of  using  head-sets  and  texting, 

25  now,  therefore,  be  it 

26  RESOLVED  that  the  San  Francisco  Commission  on  the  Environment  endorses  the 

27  following  recommendations:  (see  attachment) 
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Potential  policy  options  for  consideration  by  the  Policy  Committee  of  the 
San  Francisco  Commission  on  the  Environment 
December  14,  2009 

1 .  Federal  Government  should  conduct  a  review  of  the  safety  standards  and  revise  these 
based  on  concerns  for  children  and  long  term  exposure/effects. 

2.  Board  of  Sups  should  require  point  of  sale  information  on  SAR  values  of  cell  phones  that 
are  as  visible  to  the  consumer  as  the  price. 

3.  Board  of  Sups  should  call  on  the  School  District  to  ban  cell  phones  in  elementary 
schools. 

4.  Board  of  Sups  should  adopt  an  ordinance  requiring  all  cell  phones  be  sold  with  a  head- 
set. 

5.  Under  the  Precautionary  Purchasing  Ordinance  the  Director  of  the  Department  of  the 
Environment  should  require  City  purchase  of  cell  phones  provide  headset  and  outreach 
materials  on  minimizing  exposure  to  radiation. 

6.  Department  of  the  Environment  staff  should  create  a  web  page  that  will  help  consumers 
identify  low  SAR  value  phones  and  educate  consumers  about  protective  measures 
around  cell  phone  radiation  exposure. 
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REGULAR  MEETING 
DRAFT  MINUTES 
MONDAY,  DECEMBER  14,  2009,  5:00  P.M. 
CITY  HALL,  ROOM  421 
SAN  FRANCISCO,  CA  94102 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


JAN  -6  2010 


COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Jane 
MarieFrancis  Martin 


1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  convened  at  5:07  p.m.  Present:  Chair 
Wald  (5:20  p.m.),  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  Commissioner  Martin. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  November  9,  2009  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting.  (Discussion  and 
Action)  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Martin  and  second  by  Vice-Chair  Gravanis,  the  November  9, 
2009  Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  without  objection  (AYES:  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and 
Commissioner  Martin;  Absent:  Chair  Wald)  (Explanatory  Document:  November  9,  2009  Approved 
Minutes  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  page. asp?id=11 3965) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

4.  Consideration  of  Draft  Resolution  File  2009-06-COE  to  be  presented  to  the  full  Commission  on 
Recommendations  for  Policy  Options  to  Educate  the  Public  about  Cell  Phone  Radiation. 

(Explanatory  Document:  Draft  Resolution  Revised  (Word) 
http://sfgov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetings/pc/supportinq/2009/ResFile2009-06- 
coECeiiPhoneRadiationSafetvandDisclosureRevised.doc  and  Policy  Options  Amended  and  Distributed  in 
Committee  Meeting  (PDF) 

http://sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2009/AmendedPolicyOptionsReceivedinComm 

SPONSOR:  Chair  Wald,  Director  SPEAKERS:  Debbie  Raphael,  Department  of  the  Environment 
Toxics  Reduction  Program  Manager  (10  minutes)  and  Ms.  Renee  Sharp,  Environmental  Working  Group 
(5  minutes)  (Discussion  and  Action) 

Ms.  Raphael  reported  that  the  Department  of  the  Environment  is  taking  the  Precautionary  Purchasing 
Principle  into  consideration  and  believes  there  is  sufficient  evidence  of  the  danger  of  cell  phone  use  to 
take  action  in  this  area.  A  December  13,  2009  KTVU  Channel  2  News  Report  by  Reporter  John  Fowler 
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was  shown  on  "Growing  Evidence  That  Cell  Phones  Create  Tumors"  (Explanatory  Document:  Article 
http://www.ktvu.com/news/21966323/detail.html),  and  material  was  distributed  from  the  University  of 
Pittsburgh  Cancer  Institute  Center  for  Environmental  Oncology  on  "Frequently  Asked  Questions  About 
Cell  Phones  (PDF) 

http://sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironmen^  Ms. 

Renee  Sharp  with  the  Environmental  Working  Group  who  spoke  about  the  research  and  findings  in  this 
area  was  introduced. 

Ms.  Sharp  reported  that  the  Environmental  Working  Group  has  reviewed  literature  on  this  issue 
extensively  over  the  past  year  and  found  that  all  initial  research  was  on  short-term  exposure  to  cell 
phone  use-people  who  were  using  their  cell  phones  for  five  to  ten  years.  In  the  last  couple  of  years, 
studies  have  become  available  on  long-term  exposure  on  people  who  have  been  using  their  cell 
phones  for  more  than  ten  years.  Ms.  Sharp  stated  that  it  was  important  to  consider  long-term  use, 
because  brain  tumors  have  a  very  long  latency  period  so  you  wouldn't  expect  to  see  anything  before 
ten  years,  and  even  ten  years  may  be  early. 

Ms.  Sharp  explained  that  a  review  of  literature  proved  that  the  evidence  was  still  mixed,  but  studies 
reviewing  long-term  facts  are  proving  to  be  of  concern.  Certain  studies,  particularly  the  ones  conducted 
by  independent  researchers  and  not  paid  for  by  the  cell-phone  industry  are  seeing  increased  rates  of 
salivary  and  brain  tumors,  particularly  increased  rates  on  the  side  of  the  head  where  the  phone  is  held. 

Ms.  Sharp  stated  that  it  has  been  found  that  current  government  standards  are  probably  inadequate 
since  they  were  based  on  animal  studies  that  do  not  account  for  uncertainties  in  the  margin  of  safety 
equation  from  animals  to  humans  and  differences  between  the  brains  of  adults  and  children.  Federal 
Communications  Commission  (FCC)  standards  did  not  take  into  account  that  children's  brains  are 
known  to  absorb  more  cell-phone  radiation  than  adults  because  they  have  thinner  skulls  and  the 
composition  in  their  tissues  in  their  brains  are  different.  These  factors  mean  that  the  current  standards 
are  not  effective  enough.  It  does  not  mean  that  cell  phones  cause  tumors,  but  does  show  that  there  is 
reason  to  take  precautionary  action  now. 

Ms.  Sharp  reported  that  other  countries  have  recommended  or  have  taken  action  on  cell-phone  safety, 
and  the  United  States  is  behind  in  this  regard.  It  was  also  found  that  the  government  does  not  actually 
require  cell-phone  manufacturers  to  disclose  their  radiation  levels  on  phones  to  consumers. 
Manufacturers  have  to  test  their  phones  for  radiation  levels  and  report  to  the  government,  and  the 
government  then  basically  passes  data.  It  is  difficult  for  consumers  to  make  informed  choices  because 
cell-phone  stores  do  not  include  a  listing  of  the  cell-  phone  radiation  level  on  the  product. 

Ms.  Sharp  stated  that  the  Environmental  Working  Group  has  produced  an  online  report  and  database 
so  that  the  public  can  look  up  the  Specific  Absorption  Rate  (SAR)  level  of  certain  cell  phones.  Ms. 
Sharp  discussed  the  public's  interest  in  this  information,  stating  that  in  the  first  week  that  this  database 
was  online,  there  were  two  million  hits  on  the  website  and  their  server  crashed  many  times.  Since 
September,  there  were  another  two  million  hits,  so  there  is  great  interest  in  this  information.  Ms.  Sharp 
stated  that  even  though  this  particular  report  and  database  are  available  on  the  website,  there  is  still 
insufficient  access  by  consumers  to  information,  since  not  everyone  has  internet  access  and  not  every 
phone  on  the  market  is  listed.  She  stated  that  it  is  important  for  consumers  to  have  the  ability  to  walk 
into  the  store  and  readily  see  the  information  in  front  of  them. 

Director  Blumenfeld  inquired  about  the  United  Kingdom  scientific  report  by  Sir  William  Stewart  on  cell 
phone  safety.  Ms.  Sharp  reported  that  a  number  of  years  ago  Sir  William  Stewart's  report  raised 
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concerns  about  long-term  cell-phone  use.  One  of  their  specific  recommendations  was  disclosure  to  the 
public  at  the  point  of  sale.  She  stated  that  this  is  not  the  first  time  that  the  government  has  made 
recommendations,  but  does  not  believe  that  any  action  was  taken. 

Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  the  radiation  levels  of  earlier  cell  phones  in  comparison  to  newer 
models.  Ms.  Sharp  stated  that  earlier  cell  phones  were  higher  in  radiation  and  that  levels  went  down  in 
time,  but  is  unsure  whether  studies  include  information  on  this  topic.  Public  comment  request  on  this 
question:  Mr.  Lloyd  Morgan  stated  that  he  has  been  studying  the  science  in  this  area  for  the  past 
fifteen  years.  He  stated  that  the  earlier  analog  phones  emitted  two  watts  of  power  continuously  in 
comparison  with  newer  cell  phones  that  are  typically  lower  in  radiation.  He  explained  that  findings  show 
that  cell  phones  will  maximize  their  power  in  rural  areas  or  when  driving  in  a  car.  Studies  show  that 
people  who  live  in  rural  areas  are  at  a  higher  risk  of  brain  tumors  than  those  living  in  urban  areas 
because  their  cell  phones  have  to  use  more  power  to  reach  the  base  station. 

Public  Comment 

Mr.  Morgan  stated  that  cell  phones  are  causing  brain  tumors.  Every  study  whether  industry  funded  or 
independent  of  industry  that  has  reviewed  more  than  ten  years  of  cell  phone  use  is  showing  an 
increased  risk  of  brain  tumors.  There  are  studies  of  animals  that  are  showing  DNA  breaks  and  cellular 
studies  showing  genotoxic  effects.  Science  is  showing  there  is  reason  for  concern  at  the  human  level, 
the  animal  level,  and  the  cellular  level.  Utilizing  a  wired  headset  and  just  holding  the  phone  six  inches 
away  from  your  head  can  reduce  the  radiation  to  your  brain  by  a  factor  of  10,000,  which  is  an  inverse 
square  law.  Any  way  you  keep  it  away  from  your  body  is  dramatically  important. 

Mr.  Morgan  reported  that  the  state  of  Maine  has  introduced  emergency  legislation  requiring  that  any 
cell  phone  sold  in  the  state  will  include  a  warning  label  on  it  and  on  the  packaging.  He  would  urge  that 
the  Commission  request  that  the  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors  consider  the  same  type  of 
legislation.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  this  could  not  be  done  on  a  local  level  but  a  request  could  be  made 
to  the  state  to  require  warning  labels  be  placed  on  the  packaging. 

Mr.  Morgan  stated  that  placing  a  cell  phone  against  your  head  is  equivalent  to  smoking  three  packs  of 
cigarettes  a  day,  and  recommended  that  the  City  ban  Wi-Fi  and  other  forms  of  wireless  in  any  City 
facility.  He  does  support  Policy  Options  2-6  but  would  change  Policy  1  to  read  "Federal  government 
should  conduct  a  review  of  cell-phone  exposure  limits  based  on  peer-reviewed  science  showing 
biological  effects  from  cell-phone  radiation  resulting  in  reduction  of  the  existing  SAR  exposure  limit  of 
the  lowest  SAR  value  showing  biological  effects  combined  with  the  safety  margin  for  this  value." 

Mr.  Morgan  stated  that  boys  like  to  carry  their  cell  phones  in  their  pocket,  and  there  are  at  least  eight 
studies  showing  deleterious  effects  on  sperm.  Again,  proximity  is  everything — the  cell  phone  should  be 
kept  away  from  the  body.  There  is  one  study  showing  testicular  cancer  risk.  If  you  keep  it  in  your  left 
pocket,  there  is  a  cancer-risk  to  the  left  testicle— if  it  is  in  the  right  pocket,  there  is  a  risk  to  the  right 
testicle. 

Ms.  Elizabeth  Kelley,  Managing  Secretariat,  International  Commission  for  ElectroMagnetic  Safety, 
presented  and  read  her  testimony  (Explanatory  Document:  Testimony  (PDF) 

http://sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2009/ElizabethKellvTestimonv.pdf)  She(1) 

requested  that  the  proposed  Resolution  refer  to  high  school  as  well  as  elementary  students;  (2) 
discussed  the  lack  and  need  for  federal  government  standards;  (3)  discussed  the  Microsoft  promotion 
of  cell-phone  technology  as  an  educational  tool  in  classrooms;  (4)  her  organization  of  a  scheduled 
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presentation  at  the  Main  Library  on  January  17  co-sponsored  by  the  Department  of  the  Environment 
and  the  Stegner  Environmental  Center  moderated  by  Teens  Turning  Green.  There  would  be  a  film 
premier  that  gives  safety  tips  to  teenagers  about  their  cell-phone  use  as  well  as  a  public  service 
announcement  and  a  featured  talk  by  Dr.  Debra  Davis  from  Washington  D.C.  More  event  information 
can  be  found  online  http://teencellphonesafety.eventbrite.com/.  Additional  discussion  can  be  accessed 
in  the  explanatory  document  above. 

Ms.  Ellie  Marks  thanked  the  Commission  for  their  attention  to  this  matter  and  discussed  her  personal 
story  relaying  her  56  year  old  husband's  plight  with  a  malignant  brain  tumor  caused  by  what  medical 
experts  believe  to  be  his  continuous  use  of  a  cell  phone  to  the  same  side  of  the  head  for  the  past 
twenty  years.  Ms.  Marks  reported  that  Senator  Kennedy's  family  requested  research  be  done  because 
they  believed  that  his  tumor  was  also  related  to  cell-phone  use.  . 

Ms.  Marks  presented  the  following  information: 

•  Findings  by  researchers  show  that  there  is  a  240%  increased  risk  of  a  meningeoma  in  people  who 
have  used  their  cell  phones  greater  than  ten  years  for  less  than  an  hour  a  day; 

•  Children  and  teens  are  at  higher  risk  because  their  skulls  are  thin  and  their  cells  are  developing 
rapidly; 

•  High-quality  studies  show  that  if  a  child  or  teen  starts  using  a  cell  phone  prior  to  the  age  of  20,  there 
is  a  420%  increased  risk  of  developing  a  brain  tumor  later  in  life; 

•  Pregnant  women  must  be  warned  because  of  fetal  exposure  to  radiation; 

•  Brain  tumors  are  now  the  leading  cause  of  cancer  deaths  for  those  under  20; 

•  Sperm  count  is  lowered  for  boys  that  keep  phones  in  their  pockets. 

Ms.  Marks  stated  that  the  proposed  Resolution  would  protect  life  and  recommended  pre-safety  testing, 
simple  warnings,  and  applying  the  Precautionary  Principle.  She  suggested  that  (1)  cell  phones  include 
headsets  and  warnings  about  the  risks  involved;  (2)  that  a  precautionary  pamphlet  considering  cell 
phone  health  risks  and  safety  strategies  should  be  made  available  online  and  in  print  form;  (3)  cell 
phone  marketing  should  not  be  directed  toward  children;  and  (4)  cell  phones  should  not  be  allowed  in 
schools. 

Ms.  Diana  Scott  stated  that  she  has  been  involved  with  this  issue  for  at  least  five  to  eight  years.  In 
2005,  a  San  Francisco  State  University  professor  held  a  seminar  regarding  possible  effects  of  antennae 
radiation,  which  she  believes  is  applicable  to  the  cell  phone  topic  being  discussed.  Ms.  Scott  stated  that 
she  is  happy  that  Supervisor  Campos  will  be  addressing  antennae  radiation.  She  stated  that  she 
recently  received  an  article  regarding  a  teacher  in  Georgia  that  encouraged  students  to  use  cell  phones 
to  do  research  and  recommended  addressing  that  cell  phones  not  be  used  as  the  modality  of  increased 
research  for  projects. 

Ms.  Scott  stated  that  she  does  not  carry  a  cell  phone  and  has  not  needed  one  until  pay  phones 
disappeared.  She  questioned  whether  there  is  a  potential  for  secondary  radiation  caused  as  a  result  of 
antennae  broadcasting  24-7;  and  cell-phone  use  from  someone  sitting  next  to  someone  else  in  a 
confined  place  and  talking  for  an  extended  amount  of  time.  Ms  Scott  recommended  that  schools  set  up 
areas  that  are  cell-phone  free  in  order  to  minimize  risk  to  exposure.  She  also  recommended  that  the 
Resolution  be  made  as  strong  as  possible  because  politics  may  play  a  role  in  decreasing  its 
effectiveness. 

Mr.  Michael  Krantz,  Glen  Park  neighborhood  homeowner,  thanked  everyone  for  the  care  and  rigor  that 
is  being  taken  in  studying  this  issue.  He  stated  that  he  promised  his  neighborhood  that  he  would  attend 
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this  meeting  because  a  few  weeks  ago,  a  cell  phone  relay  tower  went  up  on  a  telephone  power  poll 
about  20  feet  from  his  house,  and  people  are  upset  about  it .  One  of  his  neighbors  just  moved  here 
from  France  and  spent  a  lot  of  money  on  a  house  and  someone  else  now  has  this  massive  relay  tower 
sitting  at  his  window.  Mr.  Krantz  stated  that  most  importantly,  he  has  a  four-year  old  daughter  who  is 
going  to  be  living  next  to  this  pole  and  is  concerned  for  her  safety.  He  has  not  had  time  to  do  serious 
research  to  have  a  serious  opinion  about  what  the  studies  say,  but  will  be  studying  this  issue  further. 

Mr.  Krantz  discussed  legislation  that  the  Board  of  Supervisors  is  considering  that  has  not  yet  been  ruled 
on  that  would  require  that  these  relay  towers  not  be  installed  until  the  local  neighborhood  has  been 
notified  so  there  would  be  an  opportunity  for  public  comment.  He  stated  that  there  is  some  sort  of  legal 
loophole  that  prevents  these  certain  types  of  technologies  from  requiring  any  type  of  public  hearing, 
and  a  lot  of  the  Telecoms  are  now  taking  advantage  of  the  loophole  to  install  the  relay  towers.  Mr. 
Krantz  stated  that  many  people  have  a  significant  incentive  to  see  technology  advance,  but  the  process 
for  the  installation  of  these  relay  towers  seems  wrong.  He  requested  that  the  Commission  consider  this 
issue  and  indicated  that  he  would  return  to  a  future  meeting  more  educated  on  this  topic.  Vice-Chair 
Gravanis  requested  that  the  Committee  discuss  this  issue  at  a  future  meeting  and  track  down  the 
legislation  to  see  what  loophole  prevents  public  hearings  on  these  installations. 

Director  Blumenfeld  discussed  the  prohibition  on  cell  phone  use  at  hospital  intensive  care  units  and 
emergency  rooms  and  when  taking  off  on  a  plane  to  prevent  equipment  interruptions.  He  stated  that 
there  are  precautionary  practices  already  in  place  as  they  relate  to  cell  phones  and  recommended  that 
the  practices  be  extended  to  making  schools  kindergarten  through  twelfth  grade  cell-phone  free.  He 
recommended  Resolution  language  "to  work  with  the  school  district  to  implement  a  system  to  protect 
the  children  from  cell  phone  radiation." 

Ms.  Raphael,  Director  Blumenfeld,  and  Commissioners  considered  proposed  amendments  to  the 
Resolution  and  amended  Policy  options  that  were  distributed  in  Committee  to  include  in  the  Resolution 
(Explanatory  Document:  Draft  Resolution  (Word) 

http://sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2009/ResFile2009-06- 
COECellPhoneRadiationSafetvandDisclosureRevised.doc  and  Amended  Policy  Options  (PDF) 

http://sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supporting/2009/AmendedPolicyOptionsReceivedinCo  Upon 

Motion  by  Chair  Wald  and  second  by  Commissioner  Martin,  Resolution  File  No.  2009-06-COE  was 
approved  for  recommendation  to  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  with  amendments  and 
incorporation  of  Policy  Recommendations  as  discussed  in  Committee  (Explanatory  Document: 
Amended  Resolution  File  No.  2009-06-COE  (Word) 

http://sfqov.orq/site/uploadedfiles/sfenvironment/meetinqs/pc/supportinq/2009/COERescellphoneradiation1214092009-06-COE.doc) 

5.  Director's  Updates.  Speaker:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 

Director  Blumenfeld  reported  that  this  Policy  Committee  meeting  would  be  his  last  meeting  before  he 
begins  his  new  assignment  at  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency.  He  stated  that  the  Department 
started  with  the  Precautionary  Principle  eight  years  ago  and  ending  with  the  cell-phone  issue  is 
symbolic  in  that  the  Precautionary  Principle  is  being  implemented  through  balancing  the  current  science 
on  this  issue  with  public  policy  options.  He  thanked  the  Commissioners  and  commended  the  Policy 
Committee  for  their  continued  good  work  in  airing  issues  for  the  Commission  to  create  balanced  public 
policy. 


6.  Announcements.  (Discussion) 


Commission  on  the  Environment  Policy  Committee  Meeting 
December  14,  2009  Draft  Meeting  Minutes 
Page  6 


Vice-Chair  Gravanis  announced  that  there  was  a  newspaper  article  published  about  the  good  work 
performed  by  Commissioner  Martin  with  the  PlantSF  program.  She  relayed  her  special  appreciation  on 
behalf  of  the  Policy  Committee  to  Director  Blumenfeld  for  his  leadership  and  indicated  that  the  Policy 
Committee  would  have  also  liked  to  have  approved  a  commendation  Resolution.  Chair  Wald  stated 
that  she  is  happy  to  have  Director  Blumenfeld  at  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency. 

7.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion) 

Ms.  Raphael  recommended  that  the  Green  Building  team  present  on  current  activities  surrounding 
existing  buildings. 

Commissioner  Martin  requested  that  a  discussion  be  held  on  the  cell  phone  relay  tower  issue  and 
requested  an  update  on  Dark  Skies. 

Vice  Chair  Gravanis  recommended: 

•  Candlestick  Point  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  discussion  and  request  for  extension  of  public 
comment  deadline. 

•  Pharmaceutical  update. 

•  Referenced  the  recent  newspaper  article  on  solar  panels  on  roofs  and  fire-fighter  safety.  Director 
Blumenfeld  stated  that  fire-fighters  are  able  to  identify  solar  panel  locations  through  GPS  systems 
and  SF  Solar  Map  before  going  to  the  fire.  Ms.  Danielle  Murray,  Department  of  the  Environment 
Renewable  Energy  Program  Manager,  stated  that  she  had  attended  a  Bay  Area  open  forum  for 
solar,  and  a  topic  of  discussion  was  on  developing  guidelines  and  holding  workshops  for 
firefighters.  She  would  provide  a  report  when  additional  information  is  available. 

•  Promote  conservation  as  a  priority  to  generating  more  energy.  Treasure  Island  is  proposing  ground- 
mounted  solar  panels  that  would  use  up  acres  of  potential  open  space.  People  are  becoming  aware 
that  solar  panels  are  not  necessarily  the  most  benign  program  environmentally  because  of  what  is 
involved  in  mining,  manufacturing,  and  transporting  the  material  to  produce  panels.  She  stated  that 
solar  panels  are  better  for  the  environment  than  fossil  fuels,  but  it  is  still  important  to  keep  energy 
and  water  conservation  on  the  list  of  priorities.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  green  building  guidelines 
for  existing  buildings  include  conservation  efforts,  e.g.  retrofitting  with  better  windows  and  caulking. 
Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  solar  should  be  used  only  when  appropriate. 

•  Strategic  Plan  updates. 

•  Review  of  questionnaire  responses  from  environmental  organizations.  , 
Chair  Wald  recommended: 

•  A  discussion  by  PG&E  and  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  on  ways  to  promote  conservation. 
Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  the  Department's  Energy  Watch  program  addresses  this  issue.  Ms. 
Raphael  recommended  that  the  Public  Utilities  Commission,  PG&E,  and  the  Department  of  the 
Environment  discuss  conservation  on  existing  buildings. 

•  Requested  that  an  Urban  Environmental  Accords  status  report  and  selection  of  new  accords  for  the 
calendar  year  be  agendized  for  the  January  or  February  meeting.  Director  Blumenfeld  reported  that 
South  Korea  is  already  organizing  a  conference  inviting  people  to  attend  and  review 
accomplishments.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  requested  an  update  on  the  Urban  Accord  website.  Director 
Blumenfeld  stated  that  the  website  was  active. 
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•    Chair  Wald  stated  that  the  Hunters  Point  Shipyard  Candlestick  Point  agenda  topic  would  be 
scheduled  for  the  January  meeting  if  possible.  Backup  agenda  items  for  January  would  include  a 
Green  Building  Report,  responses  to  the  questionnaire,  and  a  follow-up  on  the  dry  cleaning  topic. 

Ms.  Fish  announced  that  the  Commission  retreat  would  be  held  on  Thursday,  February  25,  time  to  be 
announced.  She  reported  that  correspondence  was  included  in  the  agenda  packet  that  Ms.  Leah  Grant 
requested  Commissioners  receive.  Correspondence  was  written  by  Mr.  Michael  Lynes,  Conservation 
Director,  Golden  Gate  Audubon  Society,  on  the  "Applicability  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality 
Act  to  Artificial  Turf  Playfield  Conversions  in  San  Francisco"  (Explanatory  Document:  Letter  (PDF) 

http://sfqov.org/site/uploadedfiles/sfenviron  Director 

Blumenfeld  reported  that  the  Department  of  the  Environment  has  representatives  assigned  to  the  Task 
Force  involved  with  this  issue  who  are  playing  an  active  role  in  ensuring  that  appropriate  criteria  is 
being  utilized  to  determine  when  and  where  to  site  these  playfields  and  what  materials  to  use.  He  is 
confident  that  the  Precautionary  Principle  is  being  applied  regarding  this  issue. 

8.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

9.  Adjournment.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  adjourned  at  7:05  p.m. 


Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1)  the  Commission's  office,  11  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between 
the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  meetinq.asp?id=61 005,  (3) 
by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item  above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355- 
3709  or  via  e-mail  at  Monica.Fish(a)sfqov.orq  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting. 
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COMMITTEE  MEMBERS:  Commissioners  Johanna  Wald  (Chair),  Ruth  Gravanis  (Vice-Chair),  Jane 
MarieFrancis  Martin 


1.  Call  to  Order  and  Roll  Call.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  convened  at  5:07  p.m.  Present:  Chair 
Wald  (5:20  p.m.),  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and  Commissioner  Martin. 

2.  Approval  of  Minutes  of  the  November  9,  2009  Policy  Committee  Regular  Meeting.  (Discussion  and 
Action)  Upon  Motion  by  Commissioner  Martin  and  second  by  Vice-Chair  Gravanis,  the  November  9, 
2009  Meeting  Minutes  were  approved  without  objection  (AYES:  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  and 
Commissioner  Martin;  Absent:  Chair  Wald)  (Explanatory  Document:  November  9,  2009  Approved 
Minutes) 

3.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

4.  Consideration  of  Draft  Resolution  File  2009-06-COE  to  be  presented  to  the  full  Commission  on 
Recommendations  for  Policy  Options  to  Educate  the  Public  about  Cell  Phone  Radiation. 

(Explanatory  Document:  Draft  Resolution  Revised  (Word)  and  Policy  Options  Amended  and 
Distributed  in  Committee  Meeting  (PDF))  SPONSOR:  Chair  Wald,  Director  SPEAKERS:  Debbie 
Raphael,  Department  of  the  Environment  Toxics  Reduction  Program  Manager  (10  minutes)  and  Ms. 
Renee  Sharp,  Environmental  Working  Group  (5  minutes)  (Discussion  and  Action) 

Ms.  Raphael  reported  that  the  Department  of  the  Environment  is  taking  the  Precautionary  Purchasing 
Principle  into  consideration  and  believes  there  is  sufficient  evidence  of  the  danger  of  cell  phone  use  to 
take  action  in  this  area.  A  December  13,  2009  KTVU  Channel  2  News  Report  by  Reporter  John  Fowler 
was  shown  on  "Growing  Evidence  That  Cell  Phones  Create  Tumors"  (Explanatory  Document:  Article 
http://www.ktvu .  com/news/2 1 966323/detail .  htm  I),  and  material  was  distributed  from  the  University  of 
Pittsburgh  Cancer  Institute  Center  for  Environmental  Oncology  on  "Frequently  Asked  Questions  About 
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Cell  Phones  (PDF)."  Ms.  Renee  Sharp  with  the  Environmental  Working  Group  who  spoke  about  the 
research  and  findings  in  this  area  was  introduced. 

Ms.  Sharp  reported  that  the  Environmental  Working  Group  has  reviewed  literature  on  this  issue 
extensively  over  the  past  year  and  found  that  all  initial  research  was  on  short-term  exposure  to  cell 
phone  use-people  who  were  using  their  cell  phones  for  five  to  ten  years.  In  the  last  couple  of  years, 
studies  have  become  available  on  long-term  exposure  on  people  who  have  been  using  their  cell 
phones  for  more  than  ten  years.  Ms.  Sharp  stated  that  it  was  important  to  consider  long-term  use, 
because  brain  tumors  have  a  very  long  latency  period  so  you  wouldn't  expect  to  see  anything  before 
ten  years,  and  even  ten  years  may  be  early. 

Ms.  Sharp  explained  that  a  review  of  literature  proved  that  the  evidence  was  still  mixed,  but  studies 
reviewing  long-term  facts  are  proving  to  be  of  concern.  Certain  studies,  particularly  the  ones  conducted 
by  independent  researchers  and  not  paid  for  by  the  cell-phone  industry  are  seeing  increased  rates  of 
salivary  and  brain  tumors,  particularly  increased  rates  on  the  side  of  the  head  where  the  phone  is  held. 

Ms.  Sharp  stated  that  it  has  been  found  that  current  government  standards  are  probably  inadequate 
since  they  were  based  on  animal  studies  that  do  not  account  for  uncertainties  in  the  margin  of  safety 
equation  from  animals  to  humans  and  differences  between  the  brains  of  adults  and  children.  Federal 
Communications  Commission  (FCC)  standards  did  not  take  into  account  that  children's  brains  are 
known  to  absorb  more  cell-phone  radiation  than  adults  because  they  have  thinner  skulls  and  the 
composition  in  their  tissues  in  their  brains  are  different.  These  factors  mean  that  the  current  standards 
are  not  effective  enough.  It  does  not  mean  that  cell  phones  cause  tumors,  but  does  show  that  there  is 
reason  to  take  precautionary  action  now. 

Ms.  Sharp  reported  that  other  countries  have  recommended  or  have  taken  action  on  cell-phone  safety, 
and  the  United  States  is  behind  in  this  regard.  It  was  also  found  that  the  government  does  not  actually 
require  cell-phone  manufacturers  to  disclose  their  radiation  levels  on  phones  to  consumers. 
Manufacturers  have  to  test  their  phones  for  radiation  levels  and  report  to  the  government,  and  the 
government  then  basically  passes  data.  It  is  difficult  for  consumers  to  make  informed  choices  because 
cell-phone  stores  do  not  include  a  listing  of  the  cell-  phone  radiation  level  on  the  product. 

Ms.  Sharp  stated  that  the  Environmental  Working  Group  has  produced  an  online  report  and  database 
so  that  the  public  can  look  up  the  Specific  Absorption  Rate  (SAR)  level  of  certain  cell  phones.  Ms. 
Sharp  discussed  the  public's  interest  in  this  information,  stating  that  in  the  first  week  that  this  database 
was  online,  there  were  two  million  hits  on  the  website  and  their  server  crashed  many  times.  Since 
September,  there  were  another  two  million  hits,  so  there  is  great  interest  in  this  information.  Ms.  Sharp 
stated  that  even  though  this  particular  report  and  database  are  available  on  the  website,  there  is  still 
insufficient  access  by  consumers  to  information,  since  not  everyone  has  internet  access  and  not  every 
phone  on  the  market  is  listed.  She  stated  that  it  is  important  for  consumers  to  have  the  ability  to  walk 
into  the  store  and  readily  see  the  information  in  front  of  them. 

Director  Blumenfeld  inquired  about  the  United  Kingdom  scientific  report  by  Sir  William  Stewart  on  cell 
phone  safety.  Ms.  Sharp  reported  that  a  number  of  years  ago  Sir  William  Stewart's  report  raised 
concerns  about  long-term  cell-phone  use.  One  of  their  specific  recommendations  was  disclosure  to  the 
public  at  the  point  of  sale.  She  stated  that  this  is  not  the  first  time  that  the  government  has  made 
recommendations,  but  does  not  believe  that  any  action  was  taken. 
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Commissioner  Martin  inquired  about  the  radiation  levels  of  earlier  cell  phones  in  comparison  to  newer 
models.  Ms.  Sharp  stated  that  earlier  cell  phones  were  higher  in  radiation  and  that  levels  went  down  in 
time,  but  is  unsure  whether  studies  include  information  on  this  topic.  Public  comment  request  on  this 
question:  Mr.  Lloyd  Morgan  stated  that  he  has  been  studying  the  science  in  this  area  for  the  past 
fifteen  years.  He  stated  that  the  earlier  analog  phones  emitted  two  watts  of  power  continuously  in 
comparison  with  newer  cell  phones  that  are  typically  lower  in  radiation.  He  explained  that  findings  show 
that  cell  phones  will  maximize  their  power  in  rural  areas  or  when  driving  in  a  car.  Studies  show  that 
people  who  live  in  rural  areas  are  at  a  higher  risk  of  brain  tumors  than  those  living  in  urban  areas 
because  their  cell  phones  have  to  use  more  power  to  reach  the  base  station. 

Public  Comment 

Mr.  Morgan  stated  that  cell  phones  are  causing  brain  tumors.  Every  study  whether  industry  funded  or 
independent  of  industry  that  has  reviewed  more  than  ten  years  of  cell  phone  use  is  showing  an 
increased  risk  of  brain  tumors.  There  are  studies  of  animals  that  are  showing  DNA  breaks  and  cellular 
studies  showing  genotoxic  effects.  Science  is  showing  there  is  reason  for  concern  at  the  human  level, 
the  animal  level,  and  the  cellular  level.  Utilizing  a  wired  headset  and  just  holding  the  phone  six  inches 
away  from  your  head  can  reduce  the  radiation  to  your  brain  by  a  factor  of  10,000,  which  is  an  inverse 
square  law.  Any  way  you  keep  it  away  from  your  body  is  dramatically  important. 

Mr.  Morgan  reported  that  the  state  of  Maine  has  introduced  emergency  legislation  requiring  that  any 
cell  phone  sold  in  the  state  will  include  a  warning  label  on  it  and  on  the  packaging.  He  would  urge  that 
the  Commission  request  that  the  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors  consider  the  same  type  of 
legislation.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  this  could  not  be  done  on  a  local  level  but  a  request  could  be  made 
to  the  state  to  require  warning  labels  be  placed  on  the  packaging. 

Mr.  Morgan  stated  that  placing  a  cell  phone  against  your  head  is  equivalent  to  smoking  three  packs  of 
cigarettes  a  day,  and  recommended  that  the  City  ban  Wi-Fi  and  other  forms  of  wireless  in  any  City 
facility.  He  does  support  Policy  Options  2-6  but  would  change  Policy  1  to  read  "Federal  government 
should  conduct  a  review  of  cell-phone  exposure  limits  based  on  peer-reviewed  science  showing 
biological  effects  from  cell-phone  radiation  resulting  in  reduction  of  the  existing  SAR  exposure  limit  of 
the  lowest  SAR  value  showing  biological  effects  combined  with  the  safety  margin  for  this  value." 

Mr.  Morgan  stated  that  boys  like  to  carry  their  cell  phones  in  their  pocket,  and  there  are  at  least  eight 
studies  showing  deleterious  effects  on  sperm.  Again,  proximity  is  everything — the  cell  phone  should  be 
kept  away  from  the  body.  There  is  one  study  showing  testicular  cancer  risk.  If  you  keep  it  in  your  left 
pocket,  there  is  a  cancer-risk  to  the  left  testicle— if  it  is  in  the  right  pocket,  there  is  a  risk  to  the  right 
testicle. 

Ms.  Elizabeth  Kelley,  Managing  Secretariat,  International  Commission  for  ElectroMagnetic  Safety, 
presented  and  read  her  testimony  (Explanatory  Document:  Testimony).  She  (1)  requested  that  the 
proposed  Resolution  refer  to  high  school  as  well  as  elementary  students;  (2)  discussed  the  lack  and 
need  for  federal  government  standards;  (3)  discussed  the  Microsoft  promotion  of  cell-phone  technology 
as  an  educational  tool  in  classrooms;  (4)  her  organization  of  a  scheduled  presentation  at  the  Main 
Library  on  January  17  co-sponsored  by  the  Department  of  the  Environment  and  the  Stegner 
Environmental  Center  moderated  by  Teens  Turning  Green.  There  would  be  a  film  premier  that  gives 
safety  tips  to  teenagers  about  their  cell-phone  use  as  well  as  a  public  service  announcement  and  a 
featured  talk  by  Dr.  Debra  Davis  from  Washington  D.C.  More  event  information  can  be  found  online 
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http://teenceHphonesafety.eventbrite.com/.  Additional  discussion  can  be  accessed  in  the  explanatory 
document  above. 

Ms.  Ellie  Marks  thanked  the  Commission  for  their  attention  to  this  matter  and  discussed  her  personal 
story  relaying  her  56  year  old  husband's  plight  with  a  malignant  brain  tumor  caused  by  what  medical 
experts  believe  to  be  his  continuous  use  of  a  cell  phone  to  the  same  side  of  the  head  for  the  past 
twenty  years.  Ms.  Marks  reported  that  Senator  Kennedy's  family  requested  research  be  done  because 
they  believed  that  his  tumor  was  also  related  to  cell-phone  use.  . 

Ms.  Marks  presented  the  following  information: 

•  Findings  by  researchers  show  that  there  is  a  240%  increased  risk  of  a  meningeoma  in  people  who 
have  used  their  cell  phones  greater  than  ten  years  for  less  than  an  hour  a  day; 

•  Children  and  teens  are  at  higher  risk  because  their  skulls  are  thin  and  their  cells  are  developing 
rapidly; 

•  High-quality  studies  show  that  if  a  child  or  teen  starts  using  a  cell  phone  prior  to  the  age  of  20,  there 
is  a  420%  increased  risk  of  developing  a  brain  tumor  later  in  life; 

•  Pregnant  women  must  be  warned  because  of  fetal  exposure  to  radiation; 

•  Brain  tumors  are  now  the  leading  cause  of  cancer  deaths  for  those  under  20; 

•  Sperm  count  is  lowered  for  boys  that  keep  phones  in  their  pockets. 

Ms.  Marks  stated  that  the  proposed  Resolution  would  protect  life  and  recommended  pre-safety  testing, 
simple  warnings,  and  applying  the  Precautionary  Principle.  She  suggested  that  (1)  cell  phones  include 
headsets  and  warnings  about  the  risks  involved;  (2)  that  a  precautionary  pamphlet  considering  cell 
phone  health  risks  and  safety  strategies  should  be  made  available  online  and  in  print  form;  (3)  cell 
phone  marketing  should  not  be  directed  toward  children;  and  (4)  cell  phones  should  not  be  allowed  in 
schools. 

Ms.  Diana  Scott  stated  that  she  has  been  involved  with  this  issue  for  at  least  five  to  eight  years.  In 
2005,  a  San  Francisco  State  University  professor  held  a  seminar  regarding  possible  effects  of  antennae 
radiation,  which  she  believes  is  applicable  to  the  cell  phone  topic  being  discussed.  Ms.  Scott  stated  that 
she  is  happy  that  Supervisor  Campos  will  be  addressing  antennae  radiation.  She  stated  that  she 
recently  received  an  article  regarding  a  teacher  in  Georgia  that  encouraged  students  to  use  cell  phones 
to  do  research  and  recommended  addressing  that  cell  phones  not  be  used  as  the  modality  of  increased 
research  for  projects. 

Ms.  Scott  stated  that  she  does  not  carry  a  cell  phone  and  has  not  needed  one  until  pay  phones 
disappeared.  She  questioned  whether  there  is  a  potential  for  secondary  radiation  caused  as  a  result  of 
antennae  broadcasting  24-7;  and  cell-phone  use  from  someone  sitting  next  to  someone  else  in  a 
confined  place  and  talking  for  an  extended  amount  of  time.  Ms  Scott  recommended  that  schools  set  up 
areas  that  are  cell-phone  free  in  order  to  minimize  risk  to  exposure.  She  also  recommended  that  the 
Resolution  be  made  as  strong  as  possible  because  politics  may  play  a  role  in  decreasing  its 
effectiveness. 

Mr.  Michael  Krantz,  Glen  Park  neighborhood  homeowner,  thanked  everyone  for  the  care  and  rigor  that 
is  being  taken  in  studying  this  issue.  He  stated  that  he  promised  his  neighborhood  that  he  would  attend 
this  meeting  because  a  few  weeks  ago,  a  cell  phone  relay  tower  went  up  on  a  telephone  power  poll 
about  20  feet  from  his  house,  and  people  are  upset  about  it .  One  of  his  neighbors  just  moved  here 
from  France  and  spent  a  lot  of  money  on  a  house  and  someone  else  now  has  this  massive  relay  tower 
sitting  at  his  window.  Mr.  Krantz  stated  that  most  importantly,  he  has  a  four-year  old  daughter  who  is 
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going  to  be  living  next  to  this  pole  and  is  concerned  for  her  safety.  He  has  not  had  time  to  do  serious 
research  to  have  a  serious  opinion  about  what  the  studies  say,  but  will  be  studying  this  issue  further. 

Mr.  Krantz  discussed  legislation  that  the  Board  of  Supervisors  is  considering  that  has  not  yet  been  ruled 
on  that  would  require  that  these  relay  towers  not  be  installed  until  the  local  neighborhood  has  been 
notified  so  there  would  be  an  opportunity  for  public  comment.  He  stated  that  there  is  some  sort  of  legal 
loophole  that  prevents  these  certain  types  of  technologies  from  requiring  any  type  of  public  hearing, 
and  a  lot  of  the  Telecoms  are  now  taking  advantage  of  the  loophole  to  install  the  relay  towers.  Mr. 
Krantz  stated  that  many  people  have  a  significant  incentive  to  see  technology  advance,  but  the  process 
for  the  installation  of  these  relay  towers  seems  wrong.  He  requested  that  the  Commission  consider  this 
issue  and  indicated  that  he  would  return  to  a  future  meeting  more  educated  on  this  topic.  Vice-Chair 
Gravanis  requested  that  the  Committee  discuss  this  issue  at  a  future  meeting  and  track  down  the 
legislation  to  see  what  loophole  prevents  public  hearings  on  these  installations. 

Director  Blumenfeld  discussed  the  prohibition  on  cell  phone  use  at  hospital  intensive  care  units  and 
emergency  rooms  and  when  taking  off  on  a  plane  to  prevent  equipment  interruptions.  He  stated  that 
there  are  precautionary  practices  already  in  place  as  they  relate  to  cell  phones  and  recommended  that 
the  practices  be  extended  to  making  schools  kindergarten  through  twelfth  grade  cell-phone  free.  He 
recommended  Resolution  language  "to  work  with  the  school  district  to  implement  a  system  to  protect 
the  children  from  cell  phone  radiation." 

Ms.  Raphael,  Director  Blumenfeld,  and  Commissioners  considered  proposed  amendments  to  the 
Resolution  and  amended  Policy  options  that  were  distributed  in  Committee  to  include  in  the  Resolution 
(Explanatory  Document:  Draft  Resolution  and  Amended  Policy  Options).  Upon  Motion  by  Chair  Wald 
and  second  by  Commissioner  Martin,  Resolution  File  No.  2009-06-COE  was  approved  for 
recommendation  to  the  Commission  on  the  Environment  with  amendments  and  incorporation  of  Policy 
Recommendations  as  discussed  in  Committee  (Explanatory  Document:  Amended  Resolution  File  No. 
2009-06-COE) 

5.  Director's  Updates.  Speaker:  Jared  Blumenfeld,  Director  (Informational  Report  and  Discussion) 

Director  Blumenfeld  reported  that  this  Policy  Committee  meeting  would  be  his  last  meeting  before  he 
begins  his  new  assignment  at  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency.  He  stated  that  the  Department 
started  with  the  Precautionary  Principle  eight  years  ago  and  ending  with  the  cell-phone  issue  is 
symbolic  in  that  the  Precautionary  Principle  is  being  implemented  through  balancing  the  current  science 
on  this  issue  with  public  policy  options.  He  thanked  the  Commissioners  and  commended  the  Policy 
Committee  for  their  continued  good  work  in  airing  issues  for  the  Commission  to  create  balanced  public 
policy. 

6.  Announcements.  (Discussion) 

Vice-Chair  Gravanis  announced  that  there  was  a  newspaper  article  published  about  the  good  work 
performed  by  Commissioner  Martin  with  the  PlantSF  program.  She  relayed  her  special  appreciation  on 
behalf  of  the  Policy  Committee  to  Director  Blumenfeld  for  his  leadership  and  indicated  that  the  Policy 
Committee  would  have  also  liked  to  have  approved  a  commendation  Resolution.  Chair  Wald  stated 
that  she  is  happy  to  have  Director  Blumenfeld  at  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency. 

7.  New  Business/Future  Agenda  Items.  (Discussion) 
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Ms.  Raphael  recommended  that  the  Green  Building  team  present  on  current  activities  surrounding 
existing  buildings. 

Commissioner  Martin  requested  that  a  discussion  be  held  on  the  cell  phone  relay  tower  issue  and 
requested  an  update  on  Dark  Skies. 

Vice  Chair  Gravanis  recommended: 

•  Candlestick  Point  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  discussion  and  request  for  extension  of  public 
comment  deadline. 

•  Pharmaceutical  update. 

•  Referenced  the  recent  newspaper  article  on  solar  panels  on  roofs  and  fire-fighter  safety.  Director 
Blumenfeld  stated  that  fire-fighters  are  able  to  identify  solar  panel  locations  through  GPS  systems 
and  SF  Solar  Map  before  going  to  the  fire.  Ms.  Danielle  Murray,  Department  of  the  Environment 
Renewable  Energy  Program  Manager,  stated  that  she  had  attended  a  Bay  Area  open  forum  for 
solar,  and  a  topic  of  discussion  was  on  developing  guidelines  and  holding  workshops  for 
firefighters.  She  would  provide  a  report  when  additional  information  is  available. 

•  Promote  conservation  as  a  priority  to  generating  more  energy.  Treasure  Island  is  proposing  ground- 
mounted  solar  panels  that  would  use  up  acres  of  potential  open  space.  People  are  becoming  aware 
that  solar  panels  are  not  necessarily  the  most  benign  program  environmentally  because  of  what  is 
involved  in  mining,  manufacturing,  and  transporting  the  material  to  produce  panels.  She  stated  that 
solar  panels  are  better  for  the  environment  than  fossil  fuels,  but  it  is  still  important  to  keep  energy 
and  water  conservation  on  the  list  of  priorities.  Ms.  Raphael  stated  that  green  building  guidelines 
for  existing  buildings  include  conservation  efforts,  e.g.  retrofitting  with  better  windows  and  caulking. 
Commissioner  Gravanis  stated  that  solar  should  be  used  only  when  appropriate. 

•  Strategic  Plan  updates. 

•  Review  of  questionnaire  responses  from  environmental  organizations. 
Chair  Wald  recommended: 

•  A  discussion  by  PG&E  and  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  on  ways  to  promote  conservation. 
Director  Blumenfeld  stated  that  the  Department's  Energy  Watch  program  addresses  this  issue.  Ms. 
Raphael  recommended  that  the  Public  Utilities  Commission,  PG&E,  and  the  Department  of  the 
Environment  discuss  conservation  on  existing  buildings. 

•  Requested  that  an  Urban  Environmental  Accords  status  report  and  selection  of  new  accords  for  the 
calendar  year  be  agendized  for  the  January  or  February  meeting.  Director  Blumenfeld  reported  that 
South  Korea  is  already  organizing  a  conference  inviting  people  to  attend  and  review 
accomplishments.  Vice-Chair  Gravanis  requested  an  update  on  the  Urban  Accord  website.  Director 
Blumenfeld  stated  that  the  website  was  active. 

•  Chair  Wald  stated  that  the  Hunters  Point  Shipyard  Candlestick  Point  agenda  topic  would  be 
scheduled  for  the  January  meeting  if  possible.  Backup  agenda  items  for  January  would  include  a 
Green  Building  Report,  responses  to  the  questionnaire,  and  a  follow-up  on  the  dry  cleaning  topic. 

Ms.  Fish  announced  that  the  Commission  retreat  would  be  held  on  Thursday,  February  25,  time  to  be 
announced.  She  reported  that  correspondence  was  included  in  the  agenda  packet  that  Ms.  Leah  Grant 
requested  Commissioners  receive.  Correspondence  was  written  by  Mr.  Michael  Lynes,  Conservation 
Director,  Golden  Gate  Audubon  Society,  on  the  "Applicability  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality 
Act  to  Artificial  Turf  Playfield  Conversions  in  San  Francisco"  (Explanatory  Document:  Letter  (PDF) 
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Blumenfeld  reported  that  the  Department  of  the  Environment  has  representatives  assigned  to  the  Task 
Force  involved  with  this  issue  who  are  playing  an  active  role  in  ensuring  that  appropriate  criteria  is 
being  utilized  to  determine  when  and  where  to  site  these  playfields  and  what  materials  to  use.  He  is 
confident  that  the  Precautionary  Principle  is  being  applied  regarding  this  issue. 

8.  Public  Comments:  Members  of  the  public  may  address  the  Committee  on  matters  that  are  within  the 
Committee's  jurisdiction  and  are  not  on  today's  agenda.  There  was  no  public  comment  at  this  time. 

9.  Adjournment.  The  Policy  Committee  meeting  adjourned  at  7:05  p.m. 


Monica  Fish,  Commission  Secretary 

TEL:  (415)  355-3709;  FAX:  (415)  554-6393 

**  Copies  of  explanatory  documents  are  available  at  (1 )  the  Commission's  office,  1 1  Grove  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  between 
the  hours  of  9  a.m.  and  5  p.m.,  (2)  on  the  Policy  Committee's  website  http://sfqov.org/site/sfenvironment  meeting. asp?id=61 005,  (3) 
by  clicking  on  the  links  by  each  agenda  item  above;  (4)  upon  request  to  the  Commission  Secretary,  at  telephone  number  415-355- 
3709  or  via  e-mail  at  Monica.Fish(5)sfqov.orq  within  three  business  days  of  a  meeting. 


*  Approved: 
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